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THE

BlciTings of Polygamy, ^x.

Rev. and dear Sir,

HOWEVER exalted my ideas ot'

frlcndihipmay be, (and I hope I do

not exceed the language of huniility, when

I fay that I trull what little I know of re-

ligion has rather rcjhied than d'tmuiijhcd

them) liowever great ajid unalterable may

be my regard fur you, a regard founded

on many years experience ol the real,

worth of the perfon on whom it is placed

;

however highly I may rcfpetl you as a man

of abilities and a fcholar ; above all, how-

ever much I may honor and reverence yoa

as a minirter of that gofpel from which

alone we both look, for falvation >
yet,

B where



6 *The Blejings of Polygamy, &c,

where truth is concerned, I mufl forego

every other conlideration, and fay with one

of old,

Amtctis PlafOj Amicus Socrates^ Magls

Arnica Veritas.

But why {hould I fuppofe I am ading

contrary to friendfliip in thus pubhcly ad-

dreffing you on the fubjedt of your late

work ? With pleafure I call to mind the

many happy feafons we,have had together,

when fpeaking of thofe delightful themes

which will afford matter of joy and praife

to the redeemed throughout eternity, how
often I have been quickened and edified

hy your Chriflian converfation ^ how often

comforted and directed by your judicious

and feafonable advice j whilfl on the other

hand, you yourfelf have not difdained to

hearken to the words, and have not de-

fpifed the counfel of a friend, though fo

much below you in every gift both of ha-

ture and of grace. Let me not therefore

harbor the thought that I can forfeit your

efteem, becaufe I tell you with all thaC

fincerity and opennefs with which I have

always
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always been ufed to accoil: you, that I

moll cordially wifh your book entitled

Thelvphthora, had never fccn the liirht;

as I am now moft fully pcrfuaded of the

fad truth of what I told you in a private

letter, when I carneniy befought you to

fupprefs it, viz. That the dodrine it ad--

vances is totally repugnant to fcripturc,

and is calculated to do irreparable mikhief

in the church of God, and to the world

in general. Thefc in few words are my
undifguifcd fentimcnts on your ** Trf.a^

TisF. ON FemaIe RriN;" and yet I am
as fully pcrfuadci! that your own intention

in compiling and writing it was pcrfcc 'y

good, and that uprightncfs towards God,

and benevolence towards multitudes ofy^ in-

poor miilrable fellow creatures, at oiicc

dictated .' :r words and guided your pen.

If any thing I may offer fhould prove

the means of convincing you how exceed-

ingly you have erred from the truth, your

wonted friendlhip will caufe you to thank

me J if you Ihould Hill retain your opinion,

the fame friendlhip will at leail caufe you

13 2 to
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to conclude that I mean well. In either cafe

therefore, I hope there is nothing wrong

in my undertaking; though I confefs I have

been long ftruggling with myfelf, before I

could refolve thus publicly to take the field

of controvei fy againfl: you : 1 trufh how7'\

ever, that in this combat, I fhall make ufe

of no other fword than that of the Spirit

^

which is the word of God [Aj, and then-

though (to ufe a familiar phrafe) I fhould

give you a home thrufty yet I doubt not but

we fhall make up the difference without a

fecond on either fide, and agree together in

this, T^hat faithful are the wounds of a

friend [B].

I am fenfible it will afford a fingular

pleafure to many, that we have thus entered

the lifts together. But let fuch unhappy

perfons enjoy fuch pleafure. It is of no

better fort than tliat which the malice of

Satan excites, or rather it is that which

excites Satan himfelf, when he can caufe

fudah to vex Ephraim, or E,phraim fudah.

But it is a melancholy confideration that

[A] Eph. vi. 17. [B] Prov. xxvii. 6.

what
I
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what will afford matter cf malicious glee

to the children of the wicked one, will

prove the caufe of heart-felt grief to the

children of light.

Still truth is truth, and mull: not be

given up, though Paul ihould withlland

Peter, or though Paul and Barnabas fliouKl

feparate through the fliarpnefs of the con-

tention between them.—But I mention

this byway of argument and allulion, not

by way of comparifon, at leail fo far a$ I

myfclf am concerned.

I Hiall not attempt to follow you page

by page, but at once !jy the ax to the ro')ty

by ilriking at the foundation of what I look,

upon to be the leading principle or corner-

ilone on which you build the dod:rine of

Polygamy, viz. **That if God allowed a

plurality of wives to his people under the

Old Tertament, he cannot have forbidden

it to Chrillians under the New." This

idea the erroneoufnefs of which I fhall en-

deavor to prove in various undeniable in-

fiances, has led you to offer the greateft

B 3 violence
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violence to almoft every text of fcripture

you have produced from the gofpels and

eph1;les. Yet I bear you witnefs, that you

have done this, not becaufe you were un-

w^ilHng to admit the divine teftimony, but

upon fuppofition that you v^'erc making the

fcripture confiftent with itfelf^, in order to

prove the unifon and harmony which fubfill

between the Old and New Teflament.

We will readily admit that ChriH: came

not to deftroy the law -, not to fet up any

new rule of conduct, any remedial law,

or any more pure fyftem ormorals than that

which was before revealed by God in the

ten commandments. So far from, it, he

came X.o fulfill the law, to magnify and 7nake

it honorable, to reftore it to its original

perfection, and to remove the falfe glofles

which the fcribes and pharifees had put

upon it \ to bring back the laws relative to.

marriage and divorce to their original and

primitive inflitution. Nor do I at all dif-

fent from you in believing that all thofe

parts of the ceremonial law, and of the

Tewifh polity which are of moral intendr

ment.
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ment, are and muft be of eternal obliga-

tion ;
'' unlefs God be pleafed either to

repeal thefe laws, or to give any other in

their ftead, as his infinite wifdom fees

good." Obferve, I lay an uncommon em-

phafis on thefe words, and therefore I re-

peat them. " Unlefs God be pleafed ei-

ther to repeal thefe laws, or to give any

other in their fteid, as his infinite wifdom

fees good." Which he certainly has a

right to do, and frequently (as we Ihall

focn make appear) Lis done, without the

leatl impeachment of his own moral cha-

radtcr, or without the leall: change in his

own nature ; forafmuch as the one grand

defign which he ever has in view, and in

which he is li'itbotif I'ariabJeutfs cr Jhaduio

of turningy is his own glory, and the good

of his church and people.

I would not from hence be underftood

to infinuate that Polygamy was ever a part

of the law of God. On the contrary, there

is no command whatever which enjoins it,

or even leans towards it, throughout the

whole Bible. No, not in any cafe what-

B 4 ever.
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ever. Not even when a man had no ifTue

by a iirfl wife, or though he were joined

to a woman of the haughty and refraSlory

difpofition i>f a VaJIdti [C]. Yet to men un-

marriedGod himfelffrequently condefcends

to give dire(9:ions for the choice of a wife,

as he did by an immediate anfwer to the

prayer of Abraham's fervant when he ob-

tained Rebecca for Ifaac. So throughout

the whole book of Proverbs, there are va^

rious inftrudions for the choice of a wife,

[C] A very amiable and fenfible lady one of the

beft of wives, and heft of mothers, made the following

lemark to me on the note in the firfl vol. of Mr. Ma-

dan's Treatife, p. 182—" 1 do not perceive (faid fhe)

that queen Vafhti did any thing unbecoming a good

and an obedient wife, in not coming to the feaft al;

king Ahafuerus's command ; fo far from it, that fear

of expofing her hufband feems to have been the mo-

tive of her refufal ; for it is exprcfsly faid, that the

king's heart was then merry voith wine, and the very

mcfTage itfelf (hewed, that flic was fent for that he and

his guefts might look t»i her beauty ; fo that the modefty

of the queen might well be fliocked on the occafion,

and Ihe had great reafon to fear, left had (he at this

time prefented herfclf to this royal but intoxicated af-

ibn^bly, the confequences of her coming would have

been much vvorfc, than of her Haying away."

with
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with the higheft commendations of a good

one, and the dreadful lot and condition of

the poor man who has the plague and tor-

ment of a bad one. Yet throu2;hout the

whole, God fpeaks in the fmgular number

{'wife) and never in the plural {wives).

Nay there is one paflage, which if we give

the words their plain, eafy fcope, (and I

jQiall not attempt to twift or darken them

by any interpretation of my own) will near-

ly amount to a poiitive injundion of Mono-
gamy [D], and confequently to a diredl pro-

hibition ofPolygamy. The words are thefe.

Drink waters out of thine own cifern ; and

running waters out of thine own well. Let

not [E] thyfountains be difperfed abroad^ and

rivers

[D] For the benefit of the plain Englifli reader I ob-

ferve once for all, that Monogamy means the mar-

rying or having only one wife at a time. Bigamy

means having two wives at a time, and Polygamy

(which Mr. Madan chiefly defends) having many
wives at a time.

[E] Though I mud confefs myfelf to be no He-

brzean, yet a friend of mir^e who has a critical know-

ledge of that language, aflures me on the authority of

the leatfied Mr. Kennicot, that this word (notj {lands

iu
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rivers of ivaters in thejlreets. Let them be

only thine own and not ftrangers with thee:

Let thy fountain be blejfcdy and rejoice with

the wife of thy youth. Let her be as the

loving hindJ and pleafant roe ; Jet her breafis

fatisfy thee at all times, afid be thou ra^

vified always with her love [F].

But it Is not my defign In this place to

produce texts of fcripture againfl the doc-

trine of Polygamy. All i would infift

upon is, that there never was any pofitive

command of God which enjoined it, and

that therefore it never was any part of the

divine law. That he permitted it, either

for the reafons that he permitted bills of

divorcement to be given, or to prevent the

in fome manufcripts ; and indeed there is no making

good fenfe of the paiTage without it ; but on the con-

trary, it appears to be a contradiftion of what goes

before and what follows after, and the omiffion of it

is exaftly of the fame kind, as you tell us the printer

was guilty of, whom archbifhop Laud fined fo heavily

in the llar-.Ghamber for leaving the fame word [notj

out of the feventh commandment.

[F] Prov. V. 15, iG, 17, 18, 19.

Jews,
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Jews, who were a particular and dlflind:

people, from intermarrying with idolatrous

nations, is not to be controverted ; and

that he blelled the perfons and heard the

prayers of his own people who pradliicd it,

and did not illegitimatize the offspring of

thofe polygamous marriages is alfo p:.i\ dif-

pute. Still fufferancc is no law, even at

the time it is granted; (cllewe make God
the author of all fin, fince no fm could

have exiHed without his pcrmirTion) much
lefs ought it to be extended and conftrued

as a law to after ages and people under dif-

ferent dlfpcnilitions, and different circum-

ilances. I will not, however, reft the iffue

on the diflindtion between a permijjion and a

courniand -y I will even fippofc (though I

cannot aUo\v what never appears to have

been the cafe) that God under the Old

Tcffament ordained certain laws in favor

of Polvi^amv. Still he who ordained thofe

laws had an equal right to change or abro-

gate them as he thought ht and meet : and

as his holy and ibvereign will is the only

rule of right and wrong, I fliall now prove

by feveral undeniable inflances that what

is
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is agreeable to the mind of God at one time,

and even matter of duty in his creatures to

comply with, may at another time be ab-

folutely wrong and finful.

The f'J} inftance I bring fhall be

adduced from that almoft original com-

mand of God. Be fruitful and jnultiply

[G]. Now it is mod certain that this

command muft have been fulfilled by the

marriages of nearefl: relations at the time it

was given, and for feveral years afterwards,

as alfo immediately after Noah's flood ; and

tliis without any fin whatever in the perfons

io marrying; but when the world was

peopled and the reafon for fuch marriages

no longer fubfifted, then God forbad them

both to Jews and Gentiles as unlawful,

wicked, and incelluous. But if we were

to adopt your grand argument in A^iQ,\\(zz

of Polygamy on this occalion, then we muft

fay, that " God himfelf having inftituted

or permitted an incefluous intercourfe

among the immediate defcenda.nts of Adam

and Eve and of the generations of Noah,

[G] Gen. I. 28.

under
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tinder that great priniiEval command /'/;-

creq/e (tnJ tnultiph, and having blellcd the

pcrfons and heard the prayers of thole who
pradtifed it, and having adopted their iiTue

as lc5^itiniatc, therefore incelluous marriages

can never be linful under the gofpel, and

he u'ho prcfumes to lay that a brother may

not now lawfully marry his own filler,

attempts to be wifer than Jehovah liimfelf,

adopts the principles of Mahomet, Ccrin-

thus, and Socinus, and in iji<^ fets God and

his Son Jefus Chrill at variance with each

other." How nearly this is -your own
language upon much mi^re llendcr proof

of wliat you have advanced, let t]u)fc who

have read your book judge.

The ft'cond inftance I mention in proof

of what I have laid, lliall be taken from

tlic alteration of tile labbath. For thf Jt^

voith day God rcjled from all the liork

lihich he had jnade^ a7id he blejjed and fane-

ilfic'dU [I I
J.

[H] Gtii. ii. 2.

In
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In conformity with this early inftitutlori

of the fabbath as a day of reil, the anci-

ent people of God the Jews, obferved and

hallowed the feventh day with the moil ri-

gid feverity, and you yourfelf bring fome

terrible examples of God's jealoufy over

this law of the fabbath, as contained in the

fourth commandment, and of his indigna-

tion againft the breakers of it ; particularly

in the fearful cafe of the man who was or-

dered to be ftoned to death for gathering a

few flicks on the iahbath day [I].—But

he who is ^k&Lord ^^abbath, has thought

fit to change his own inflitution ; and the

day on which he rofe from the dead, viz^

the firil day of the week, is now the great

Chriilian fabbath, as the feventh day was

that of the Jews. Whether the Jewifh

fabbath were or were not typical of the

Chriilian fabbath, has nothing to do with

the prefent queilion. The fabbath day is

plainly changed. A poor man may now as

lawfully gather his ilicks on a Saturday as

on any other day, and none but a Jew or a

[IJ Numb. XV. 32, 33, &c.

Sabba-
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Sabbatarian would deny him the. priviledge.

Nay even if he were to do it on a Sunday,

cfpecially for any ncccflary purpofc, I can-

not fuppofe that the rigor of the inllitu-

tion of the fabbath fo far fubfills, as tliat

he would thereby incur the wrath of God,

any more than by kindling a fire for pre-

paring his nccelfar)' food on the fabbath day,

which however was pofitivcly forbiddca

under tlic Mofaic difpcnfation.

In tlic third inftancc I bring I fliall go

farther, and ihcw that God under fomc

particular circumftanccs abfolutcly com-

manded that to be- done as an indifpcnfiblc

duty, wliich under others he has abfo-

lutcly forbid a^ a moft atrocious crime,

and backed botli his command and his

prohibition by the fcvcrcfl penalties, and

this was in tlie cafe oi marrying a brother's

wife after the death of tJic brother. Who-
focvcr did this under the Levitical l.:w.

comniitted an a^^ of hn and of unclcam. -

an J tlie curfe of barrenncfs was pro-

nounced againlt the woman with whom
he was guilty, as it llands, Lti.xx. z\.



'20 The BkJJmgs of Polygamy^ &c'.

If a man foall take his brother s ijsife^ it i^

an unclean thing : he hath uncovered his

brother s nakednefsy they fmll be childlefsi

But if the elder brother died without iiTue,

then it became a duty abfolutely incum-

bent on the next brother to marry the wi-

dow, and to raife up feed unto his brother,

and the difobedience to this law was pu-

iiiilied w^ith death in the cafe of Onan [K].

Tht fourth inflance I produce Is from

Ezra's exhortation to the people and to the

priefts to put away their ftrange wives [L],

which no doubt he did by the diredlion,

or at leail by the full approbation of God

himfelf, for the order was given immedi-

ately after he had addrefTed God in the moil

folemn manner by confelTion, humiliation,

and prayer. Yet from the very firfl infti-

tution of marriage, thofe whom God had

joined together, no man could put ^funder.

And when any man and a virgin had be^

come one flefh (according to your own

[K] Gen. xxxviii, 8, 9, 10.

[L] Ezra . x. i, 2, &c. throughout.

inter-
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interpretation of the text, Deut. xxii. 2^.

29.) Ht' could not put her a-aay all his

DAVb, ileing he had bumbled her. Vou

will fay, that this command of Ezra re-

fpedled idolatrous wives and fuch only, and

therefore thefe marriages were void ab ir.itio,

I will grant your affertion, but then you

cannot abide by it yourfelf without throw-

ing down the grand pillar which fupports

your doclrinc of Polygamy; viz. that when

any vian ivhatever has become one flefli

with any maid or virgin, this union is an

abfolutc marriage in the fight of God : He
cannot put her aiiuiy all his days, feeing he

hath humbled her, I fay therefore, you muft

cither rnxe one of the principal foundation

ftoncs on which you build the doctrine of

Polygamy ; or othcrwife, you mull allow

the truth of \\h;it I am attempting to

prove, viz. that under particular cafes and

circumilanccs, God frequently permit.- and

allows that, which luidcr dirttrent cafes and

circumftances he difillows and forbids, :^r.d

vice "ver/d ; ftill having nothing in view but

his own glory and the good of his creatures

;

C fo
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fo that he ever remains unimpeachable ill

his character of the God which changeth

not, the fame under the law, as under the

gofpel J
the fame yejlerdayt to dayt andfor

ever.

Ffthly, Under the Jewifh law bills of

divorcement for other caufes than adultery

were permitted : by which the wife was

difmilled from the houfe ; and had liberty

to marry another man ; in which cafe, flie

could not return again to her firll: hufband,

Deut. xxiv. I, 2, &c. [MJ. But thefe di-

vorces

[MJ The words in our tranflation are juftas follow.

When a man hath taken a wife and married her, and

it come to pafs that fhe find no favor in his eyes, be-

caufe he hath found fome uncleani'^fs in her : then

let him write her a bill of divorcement, and give // in

her hand, and fend her out of his houfe.

And when Ihe is departed out of his houfe, fhe-

may go and be another man's wip.

And if the latter hufband hate her, and write her

a bill of divorcement, and giveth it in her hand, and

fendeth her out of his houfe ; or if the latter hufband

die, which took her to be his wife

;

Her.
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V-orces were pronounced ablblutely unlaw-

iul by Chrifl himfelf under the gofpel

;

and whofoever put away his wife, and m.ir-

ricd another was deemed an adulterer ; as

was alio the man who married her that was

put away. Tliis is clear from our Lord's

own words to the pharifees when aiking

him of this matter. Mojej becaujc of the

bardncfs of your hearts JtiffcreJ yen to put

away your 'ivives : hut Jrom the beginning it

was not fo. And Ifay unto you^ liihcfoeicr

fiall put away his wife, cxcipt it he fr
fornication, and J1:all marry another, ccm^

mittcth adultery : and whofo marrietb her

which is put away doth coinmit adultery [N].

As I ih.ill have occafion in tli. i'.>|.icl

to confider this important fcripture more

at large, I Hiall only at prcfent make fomc

animadverfions on a diilindion which you

Her former huflinnd which fcnt I.cr awav, may not

take her again to be his wife, after that Ihc is defiled :

for that »V abomination before the Lord, and thou

flialt not caufe the land to Tin, which the Lord thy

God giveth th.ee /cr an inheritance, ver. r, 2, 3, 4.

[N] Matr. .xix. 8, 9.

C z endeavor
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endeavor for obvious reafons to eftabliflx

between the permilTion of Mofes, and the

permiffion of God himfelf in this matter

of divorce. It is true indeed, our Lord

fays, " Mofes fuffered you,'' but are v/e

from thence to fuppofe, that God connived

at what was finful, becaufe he either could

not or would not thwart the will and

pleafure of Mofes ? Is all fcripture given

by infpiration of God, or is it not ? Did

holy men of old fpeak as they were moved

by the Holy Ghoft, or did they not ? Was
Mofes the vicegerent and legillator of God,

or was he not ? In a word, did he ad: by his

own authority [O] or by that of Jehovah

himfelf? I mufl certainly conclude that

whatwas permitted or enjoined by the will of

Mofes, was permitted and enjoined by the

will of God ; and that to talk of Mofes

fuffering a thing to be done which God did

not fuffer, is to fet God and his own law-

[O] My friend has almojl ventured to aiTcrt this, if

not quite. His words are thefe " The only in-

ftance in which Mofes afted by hi^ own authority

was in the matter of divorce,"

^ivef



T'be Bleffitigs of Polygamy, &c. 25

giver (or rather the executor of his own

J;nv) at abfoUite variance.—Our Lord lays,

DiJ net Moft's ghe \ou the Jaiv, (i?i(i y^t

none ofyou keepeth tlv /eru>? Arc we there-

fore to conclude, that Mofes gave the

whole law by his own authority ? We
have jufl as much reafon to do (o, as to

fuppofe that he gave one jot or tittle of it

by his own authority, whether we diliin-

guifli it by iTKMa], ceremonial, or judicial.

But what puts the matter beyond alldifputc,

is, that the whole of the divine law, in tlic

\ery midft of which Ihmds the pall'agc ia

qucllion, is ulliered in with the greatcft

lolemnity, as containing the mind and will

of God himklf, delivered to his fcrvant

Mofes, who it is faid, w^iS faithful in all

things, for the ufc of the people over whom
he was appointed. And the conclufion of

it is fummcd up in the following moft

flriking words, r/us day THE LORD
7Iir GOD HATH COMMyl^DED
THEE to do theje Jiatuta and judgments :

thou p.Hilt therefore ki\'p and do tbcm with all

tlpine hearty and -ivitb all thy fouL

C 3 It
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It is therefore paft all doubt, that the

law of God, and the law of Mofes, in every

iota and pundiilio, were one and the fame ^

and that Mofes in no cafe whatever fuffered

any thing which the divine will did not

authorife him to fufFer : Mofes could no

more have permitted the cuftom of writing

a bill of divorcement, than he could have

fuffered the divorced woman, who had

been defiled by another man, to return to

her firft hufband, which he by the very

fame authority which enjoined every other

part of the law, flridtly prohibits in the

following words : And if the latter hiijband

hate her, and write her a bill of divorce-

ment, and giveth it in her hand, andfejideth

her out of his houfe -, or if the latter hujband

die, which took her to he his wife. Herfor-
mer hujband which fent her away, may not

take her again to be his wife, after that fie

IS defiled
', for that is abomination before the

Lord : and thou fialt not caife the land to-

fin, which the Lord thy God giveth thee for

an inheritance, Deut. xxiv. 4, 5.

I con-
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I conclude all I have to oltcr on thi<»

head, by remarking, that when our Lord

lays, Mofes baaufe (f the hardmfs of your

hearts fuffered you to put aivay your 'uivcs,

it is jufl the fame as if he had f.iid, " Be-

caufe of the hardnefs of your hearts this

cullom was fuftcrcd by the law of Mofcs ;'*

but to fuppofc that Mofes permitted it in-

dependent of God's authority, is to fuppofc

that thougli God by his own infinite wif-

dom framed one part of the law himfelf,

yet fome inconveniences occurring relative

to the laws of marriage, which he was not

at firll: aware of, he left it to Mofes to

make the beft of a bad bargain, and to get

the ju'opic (Hit of the fcrapc as well as he

could.— liefides, if didindlions of this fort

are once fct up, in order to countenance any

favorite opinion, we are not to wonder, if

the words of Paul or Peter, or Junes or

John, be thou£{ht of Icfs confequence than

the words of Chrifl ; which would foon

make way for the introdudlion of every abo-

minable and pellilent hercfy ; as we know

it already has done among many, who talk

of the authority of the four golpels, in a

ftrain
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ftrain as if they were to be regarded with

higher veneration than the refl of the in-

fpired writings.

Where it fults your own purpofe, you

find fault with bifhop Patrick, for faying,

'* Mofes himfelf fuppofes as much /*

which you obferve, ** looks as if Mofes

was fpeaking by his own wifdom -," which

the bifhop did not at all mean to infer.

But where it militates againft your plan,

and the bifhop fays, that " divorce (under

the law) was allowed of God," there you
*^ take the liberty to obferve, that it is befl

to keep to the expreffion of fcripture, and

that our bleifed Saviour does not fay, that

God allowed divorce, but Mofes allowed or

permitted it." However in both cafes, the

bilhop fpeaks on the fuppoHtion that what

the legiflator permitted, the Lawgiver had

authorized, and that God and his law

were in perfedt unSn.

Before I quit this fubjed I fhall only

obferve, that the divorced wives here, were

not idolatrous wives, and yet they were

fuffered
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fuffered to be put away, and even to marry

another man, living the firft hufband ;

which is a full anfvver to your objection

concerning the command given by Ezra to

the people to put away their /Grange wives.

The fame may be fiid of that pallligc,

Exod. XX i. 10. ]f he take him another icifc ;

herfoody her raiment y and her duty of mar-

riage JI:aU he not diminijh.—Mofcs is here

fpcaking of the vcrj particular cafe oi a

man who (hould fell his daughter to be a

maid fervant with a mailer who hu*nh!ed

her, or as it Hands in the text, who dealt

deceitfully ivith her.—And yet though he

had been one flefli wi.'h her, God gave him

liberty to put her away iffie pleafed him

not, and to marry another.—Whatever this

fcripture may prove for you, it certainly

proves this againjl you, viz. That the law,

which declared that wlicre a man enticed a

maidy and lay ivith her, he might not put

her avcay all his days, was not in all cafes

invariable; yet this is one of the principal

texts on which y^'a ground the doctrine

of Polygamy, and argue in defence of it

from the invariable nature of the law of

2 God.
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God. But your grand miflake feems to

lie in confounding the moral, with the ju-

dicial law, and in not perceiving that the

latter, though blended with many excellent

moral inilitutions, cannot poiribly fublifl:,

neither was intended to fublifl in any

other nation than that peculiar one for

whofe ufe it was framed. Such were.

the laws relative to theft, reflitution,

damages, trefpalTes in cafes of trufl, ufury,

witchcraft, opprefling of ilrangers, bribes ^

punifliment of fervants, 65c. &c. &c.

which are mentioned in the 22d and 23d

chapters of Exodus, as well as in the book

of Deuteronomy, and particularly the law

of retaliation, which has fo much in it of

moral intendment, that a late writer in a

pamphlet intitled ** A Letter to the New
Parliament," feems almofi: as anxious for its

revival, as my friend Mr. Madan is for the

revival of Polygamy, and ejideavors to prove

that our Saviour never meant to abolifh it.

Yet there is no reafon to doubt from our

Lord's own authority. Matt. v. 38, 39,

that this law is now fuperfeded for that

more
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1

more benign and evangelical fyftein which

enjoins us to return good for evil.

Other inftanccs might be brouglit, but

let thelc fuffice : and indeed I think if I

had mentioned only one of them, that one

would have been futlicient to cllablilh my
pohtion, that God confiilent with his own
invariable nature and attributes, may, and

does frequently permit, and even ordain

that to Lr done, under fome cafes and cir-

cumflanccs, which under others he abfo-

lutely forbids as wrong and finful. That

therefore, notwithl^;:nding he may have

allowed and did allow Polygamy to have

been prad:iced by his own people under

the law, (though he never gave the leaft

fliadow of a command for it), in order to

prcferve them as a peculiar people and

dillindl nation, and to fulfil his royal pro-

mife, tbiit they Jlould he as the Jlars cf bca-

'ven for multitude [P] j yet thcfe ends be-

ing

[P] It Is a maxim founded on truth and on gene-

ral experience, that the lame cuftoms in one country

may have a quite diffcrcni cffcd in another, accord-

ing
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ing now anfwered, God under the gofpel,

has been pleafed to reduce the laws of

marriage to their original inlHtution , when

he brought the firll woman to the firft man,

and commanded that a man from thence-

forth fhould leave his father and his mo-

ther, and fliould cleave unto his wife, and

they twain (hould be one flefli -, upon which

ing to the different laws, genius, and circumllances of

the people, and according to the different ages of the

world in which they live. Upon which account,

though Polygamy may have been friendly to popula-

tion among the Jews, and might without much in-

convenience fubfift v^^ith their political government,

yet it would certainly have a very different effeft ia

the prefent period among profelfors of Chriftianity,

and even among the modern Jews, as well as be at-

tended w ith a long chain of evils , of which the Ifra^

elites of our day feem fully fenfible, by having given

up the praftice of Polygamy, and by contenting them-

felves with one wife. And indeed, when our Lord

himfelffirfl made his appearance upon earth, a Poly-

gamifl was fcarcely to be found amongft the Jews ;

which is a very fufhcient reafon, why in his public

miniftrations he gave no particular commands to his

hearers to put away all their wives except one, when

perhaps not one of thofe hearers who received his

teflimony, had any more wives than one to put

away.

account.
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account Polygamy is lb far from being al-

lowed under the New Teliament, that it

ranks under the general name of adultery,

as I (hall endeavor to evince, by rclloring

feveral palTages of holy writ to their plain

eafy natural fenfe, which I am heartily con-

cerned to avow, have been dreadfully ob-

fcured and mifintcrprcted by the forced

conilrudtion you have put upon them -,

but before I do this, I ihall fpcak of the

very dreadful and ihocking confequcnccs

which mull inevitably attend the cibblilh-

ment of your plan.

The Jews (as I before obfervcd) being

a dillina people, and fcparatcd by the na-

ture of their laws and worihip from all

other nations under heaven, their great

Lawgiver in his directions given to A'lofei,,

fo fuited their laws and government to

their peculiar lituation, and their fituation

to their laws and government, that thele

laws were enforced without any other dif-

ficulty than what the refractory difpofition

of that people Ibmctimes occalioned,

tliouo^h in general ihev fubmitted them-

felves
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felves peaceably to the decifions of MofeS,

and were unanimous in fufFering thofe pe-

nalties and punifliments to be infli£led en

offenders which their laws enjoined ; and

when they were not fo, God in a miracu-

lous manner frequently interpofed to the

deflrudion of the difobedient. As they

were under a particular inftitution by their

judicial law in other refpeds, fo they were

in matters relative to marriage, divorce,

fedu6tion, whoredom, adultery, &c. not

that the nature of thefe could at all alter,

or that be fmful or not finful in a Jew

which was not the fame in another perfon,

but there were certain temporal punifh-

ments annexed to the breach of thefe laws,

which did not fubfifl among other nations,

and alfo certain miraculous methods of

trying and deteding the guilty, which were

only known among themfelves.—Such was

the law ofjealotify [ Q ] to difcover the un-

faithful nefs

[Q_] Ntimb. V. 14. Andif thefplritof jealoufycome

upon him, and he be jealous of his wife, and llie be

defiled ; or if the fpirit of jealoufy come upon him,

and he be jealous of his wife, and fhe be not defiled :

15 Then
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faithfulnefs of a wife. And fomewliat

a-kin to it, (though net to be called mira-

culous)

15 Then fhall the man bring his wife unto the

prlcll, and he fhall bring her otfering for her, tlic

tenth pert of an ephah of barky- meal ; he lliall pour

no oil upon it, nor put frankinccnfc ihcrcon, for it is

an offering of jcalouly, an ofTcring ot memorial,

bringing iniquity to remembrance.

16 And tlic pticft Hiall bring her near, and fct her

before the Lord.

17 And the pricft Hiall taKe holy water in an

earthen vcflll, and of the duft that is in the floor of

the tabernacle the prieft fliall take, and put // into the

water.

18 And the pricft fhall A-t the woman before the

Lord, and uncover the woman's head, and put the

offcrmp of memorial in her hand's, which is the ica-

loufy-ntfiring : and the prii-ft ihall have in his hand

the bitter water that caufcth the curfc.

19 And the prieft Ihall charge her by an oath, and

fay unto the woman, If no man have hen with thee,

and if thou hafl not gone afidc to uncleanuefs xvith

nr.other inflcad of thy hutband, be thou free from this

bitter water that caulcth the cuif. :

20 Hut if thou h^ft c;one afidc to amibir mlicad of

thy huiband, and if thou be defiled, and fome man
hath lien with ihce bclidc thine huiband :

21 Then the pried flinll charge the woman with

an oath of ciirfing, and the prieft (hall fay unto the

woman,
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culous) was tie cloth of inrgmity, where^

by to make known the reality of a

maid [R],

woman, The Lord make thee a curfe and an oath

among thy people, when the Lord doth make thy

thigh to rot, and thy belly to fwell

;

22 And this water that caufeth the cUrfe fliall go

into thy bowels, to make thy belly to fwell, and thy

thigh to rot : And the woman Ihall fay, Amen,

Amen.

23 And the prieft fhall write thcfe curfes in a

book, and he fhall blot them out with the bitter

water.

24 And he fhall caufe the woman to drink the

bitter water that caufeth the curfe ; and the water

that caufeth the curfe fhall enter into her, and become

bitter.

25 Then the priefl fhall take the jealoufy-ofFering

out of the woman's hand, and fhall wave the offer-

ing before the Lord, and offer it upon the altar.

26 And the priefl fhall take an handful of the offer-

ing, even the memorial thereof, and burn // upon the

altar, and afterward fhall caufe the woman to drink

the water.

27 And when he hath made her to drink the wa-

ter, then it fhall come to pafs that if fhe be defiled,

and have done trefpafs againfl her hufband ; that the

water that caufeth the curfe fhall enter into her and

become bitter, and her belly fhall fwell, and her thigh

ihall
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niaid [Rl. But as thefe laws now no

longer fublift, and evidently ended with

the whole external Jcwilh policy, llc\s'

would it be pofilhle to adopt your fyllem

among Chrillians in the prefent day, lb far

only as the knowledge of virc;initv is con-

cerned.—Suppole any artful woman who
had a mind to marry fome rich oc great man,

were to complain toany magiflrate, or in anv

court of law, th.it he had enticed her and

humbled her, and therefore flie had a claim

upon him to make her his wife j fuppofc

lliall rot : and the woman fli.ill be a curfc among her

people.

28 And it the woman be not defiled, but be clean;

then flic fhall be free, and lliall conceive feed.

29 This /"i the law of jcaloufies, when a wife gocili

afide to another inl\cad of her hulband and is defiled ;

30 Or when the Ipirii of jcaloufy cometh upon

him, and he be jealous over his wife, and fhall fct

the woman before the Lord, and \.\\z pricft fiuill i va-

cate upon her all this l;i\v.

31 Then fiiall the man be guiltlefs from iniquity,

2P.d this woman llull bear her iniquity.

[R] See this alio c.vprgflld at large, Deut. xxii.

ver. 13 to 22.

D twenty
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twenty more were to do the fame ; ho'W'

could the poor man help himfelf upon your

plan ? He mufl marry them all, and pro-

vide for them all, fiei?ig he hath hwnblea

the?n, he may not put them away all his days.

Again, let it be fuppofed, that any laf-

eivious man who was tired of his firft wife,

hankered after variety, and wifhed to take

another, or two, or three, or four, (for

your dodlrine allows of no limitation) he

has nothing to do but to walk about a wlfe-

feeking, make his propofals wherever luft

and inconilancy Ihall fuggeft, and if the

woman confent, neither he nor fhe com-

mit any lin -, fie has given herfelf up to the

man of her choice, who* has humbled her^

and therefore they are man and wife in the

light of God, without any marriage cere-

mony whatever.—But he may not put her

away all his days, and he muft provide for

her- -But fuppofe he is poor and cannot

provide for her [S] j flill he may not put

her

fS] I am acquainted with a worthy good man-,

who in the honefly and integrity of his heart, having

been
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IcK away, fo he and his wives muii ftane

together, though moll women in liich 2

predicament it is to be prelumcd, would

Tally forth into the flrectb and lup^'ly their

wants by prollitution, efpccially as nothing

could be expedted at home but quarrels,

jealoufics, and brawlings among the reft

of the females, and at bell:, dilTatisfied

looks from a naufcated hufhand : So tliat

if our rtrects abound with proftitutes and

our llews with harlots at prcfent, were

your fyftem to be univcrkilly adopted,

London for its filthinefs would foon furpafs

even Corinth itfelf, where Polygamy was

pradtifed without reftraint, and where we

have vour own authority to alfcrt that in

the temple of Venus alone there were

1000, if not 2000 common whores.

Even among the Jews thcmfelvcs who

were curbed by fuch fcvcre laws, what

difficultieb attended the practice of Poly-

been led away by ilie fpccious rcafonings oiThtly^h*

thora, ferioufly meditated a dclign of abridging rhe

book ic gi'-t aiiay amoKg tf.e far.

D 2 giimy
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gamy in the moft regular and religious fa-

milies ! Witnefs the tyrannical authority

of Sarah over Hagar, in the family of

Abraham.—The difputes between Rachel

and Leah in the family of Jacob ; and the

vexatious and taunting behavior of Penni-

nah towards Hannah, in the family of El-

kanah*

Is the cafe a whit better arriong the

Mahometans, where Polygamy is eftablilhed

by law [TJ, than it was among the Jews.

To
[T] Your oblervation that the prohibition of Po«

iygamv hinders the Turks from embracing Chrifli-

anity, only proves, That the religion of Jefus Chrift

2S far too pure and fpiritual for the vitiated palate

of a Muffulman ; but it is no better argument for

the toleration of Polygamy, than it would be for the

toleration of drunkennefs or covetoufnefs, becaufe if

thefe fins could be difpenfed with, many a mifer or

bottle companion might be made converts toChrilli-

anity. You alfo bring a quotation from Lord Kaim's

Hiflory of Man, Vol. \\. p. 89, where it is afferted,

" That among the moll zealous Chriftians in the*

kingdom of Congo, Polygamy is in ufe as formerly,

when they were pagans ; and fooner than give it up,

they would renounce Chrillianity." But if the hSt

bje triie (which I much doubt} I cannot help think-

ing
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To footh the jealoufy of the dcbanchcd

MufTulman, and to prevent the apparent

mifchiefs which would he the effect of a

plurahtv of wives under hi> own roof, the

poor defencelei's beings are generally locked

and barred up in kparate apartments, and

none permitted to approach them but their

antiquated Duenna^ who being pall all fears

of exciting the paflion of love in others, is

fuffcred to go abroad herfclf.—But if Po-

lygamy were ever to have the fandion of

law in this land (whicli God forbid) the

wives of Chrirtians mull either be impri-

foned like many among the Turks, or clie

they mull be futlercd to dwell together

uiuler the lame roof in their hulhand's

houfe ; in either cale, xsliat evils mull fol-

low ! What tyranr.v \\\ the hulband is fcen

in the former, in the latter what jealoufies

and quarrellings among the uivcs, info-

much th.it all domeflic peace mull be bid

adieu to. But above all, how is the cafe

of the hrll; wife to be pitied, efpecially if

ing that thcfe moj} zer.l:us Chrlji-am never haJ any

Cluiilianity to renounce.

D 3 Hie
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ihe be of a meek, amiable, and afFeftionate

difpolition, when £he is eye witnefs to the

fadtof others beinp- received to her belovedo

hulband's bed, and finds his love tov^ards

her to grow cool in proportion as it be-

comes warm tcv/ards a ftranger ? We often

fee the dire efFefts of jealoufy on the mofl

diftant fufpicion of unfaithfulnefs ; but

v/hen that fufpicion is exchanged for cer-

tain knowledge, what may we exped:, or

rathier what may we Twf expe(5t as the confe-

quence !

But are matters likely to be at all more

peaceable among a numerous brood of

children by different wives than among

the wives themfelves ? What difputes and

wranglings about property, what diffenti-

ons among nearefl relations mufl inevitably

take place ! infomuch, that one half of the

men that are born mufl be brought up

lawyers, to fquabble about the meum and

tiium of the other half; a large addition muffc

be made to the courts ofjudicature inWefl-

^ninfler-hall, and county afhzes at the
72ifi

frius bar mufl lafl great part of the year.

It
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It may be laid, did not God know and

forefee all this ? Certainly he did know and

forefce it, and therefore has moll wifely

forbidden the pra<5licc of Polygamy under

the New Tcfiamcnt difpenfation. Among
the Jews thefe inconvcniencies were not

likely, at leaH: not fo likely to happen, cir-

cumftribed as they were by their own pe-

culiar laws, and in every difputc about

right and inheritance, fubje«ft to the im-

mediate dccifion of Mofe?, or thofc ap-

pointed by him.

Again, Were Polygamy to be cftabliOi-

cd by law in this kingdom, (o far from

encouraging honorable population, it would

necefl'arily put the greatefl check to it ;

fmce very few women of a modcll, gentle,

and affe(5lionate fpirit, and fuch only arc

fit for wives, would ever dare to embark in

wedlock, kil the hulband Ihould take ano-

ther wife, or as many more as he pleafcd,

and thereby the firft and only true wife, be

deprived of that (liarc in her hufband's

love, and that mutual union of heart with

him which alone can make her Hfe happy,

and



44 ^he BIcffings of Polygamy y &c,

and without which in proportion as her own
love for him was great, her milery mufl

be great alfo. And can that being deferve

the name of a man, much lefs of a hufband,

much lefs flill of a Chriftian who could

bear to fee the amiable wife of his bofom

in fuch a fituation ? Yet you muft allow

that this cafe might be a very common

one, if Polygamy were tollerated by law.

It is true, fome bold, boxing Amazonians

might be found who would not be afraid

to venture themfelves with any man, but

then this would be upon the idea that vi

et annh they iliould be able to turn all

after-comers out of the houfe, and by

force, if not by argument, fpeedily cure

the hu{band of his love of Polygamy, and

at the fame time adminiiler to him fome

vrholefome difcipline well enough fuited

to the nature of his crime.

Again, Suppofe the legiilature were

really to take up the fubjed of your book,

[ and to pafs an ad in favor of Polygamy -,

w^hat would be the language of all the vir-

tuous wives in the kingdom ; ** I'm fure,

« if
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" if my hufband thinks of taking another

*' wife, I ihall heartily wirti I had never

** married. * ** Ah fays another (wlio is

** unmarried) I think the men will not find

** it an cafy matter to get L,'ood wives now
** a days; every honell woman will be

" afraid of having her nol'e put out of

** joint, by the introduction of a fccond

** lady into the family, therefore for my
** part I am determined to live fingle."'—

-

Hence an immediate decrcale of honorable

population [UJ.

But

lyi 1 had not put tli' above to paper more ihnn a

few d:^vs. bctorc what I had concL-ivcd m theory, was

confirmed by pradicc.— I have juft had a letter Iroin

a friend, wherein he tells mc tliat the match between

a certain yount; pcni!».man, and a certain very amiable

young ladv, had been intirely broken off on her lide,

on information (he had received, that the gentleman

who * propofed to her was an approver of The-

lyphthcra. Now fuppofc this vount; gentleman

were to propofc to fever al others, and were for the

fame rcalon to receive the fame anlwer from all.

What muft he do ? no woman will have Uim, for

fear he fhould think, himfclf at liberty to give his af-

f«clions and his perlbn to aixoiher. ilcnce he be-

comes
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But let us fuppofe the ad: jufl now paf~

fed. The very next week how would our

daily prints abound with paragraphs of

treaties of marriage that were on foot be-

ing broken off, unlefs the hufband would

enter into articles not to marry any more

wives whilfl the firfl; was living.—Hence

again a fudden check to marriage, an(J

thereby to honorable population.

Honorable population every where

flackening its pace, fedud:ion with all her

dreadful train of deceit, abortive potions,

and child murder will neceffarily come in

with gigantic ftrides, efpecially as it will

be put in pradice even by married men,

with fo much greater eafe in proportion as

the unhappy female is deluded under the

fpecious notion of marriage. This idej^

comes tempted to commit whoredom, feduilion,

adultery, and what not. I do not indeed fuppofe

that this will be the cafe with the young gentleman in

queftion, of whom I entertain a very high opinion
;

but human nature is human nature Hill, and when

checked in an honorable way, will feek gratification

in one that is diflionorable.

will
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will fo f^ir operate on thole women who

are in a lower ftation oi* life towards their

fuptriorb, that an uncorruptcd maid Icrvant

will be a vara av/'s indeed ; but the more

Jikc a black fwan the more likely to

crcapc[X]. Befides, what coquetting and

flirting will be carr ied on in ever)' allembly !

what nightly walkings out ! what tcndn'lfcs

and ikuccurs will there be between married

men and young unmarried women ! And

arc there not enough of thefc abomina-

tions pradtil'ed already, that you, my dear

friend mull endeavor to wipe oA' the little

(liamc which yet attends them ; and in a

manner authorize them before the world

under the fanCticn of your refpe<ftable pen ?

Who will thank you for this fervice ? \V ill

virtuous wives ? Will conllant hulbands ?

Will any parents who have the good of

their children at heart? None I believe

will think ihcmfelves indebted to you,

unlefs it be the reverend editor of the

Morning Herald for the many pretty, I

might rather i\)'yfnmtty paragraphs, which

tlic
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the legal adoption of your fyftem would

furnilh him with ; or perhaps fome rich

antiquated maids and old widows with

large jointures, who will now no longer

ilick on hand, as their fortunes will be

very convenient to fupport the younger

wives who have none.

Lewdnefs and fedudion with their con-

comitant miferics are now in forne degree

confined within a certain circle, which is

diftinguifhed by the too gentle appellation

of the gallant world-, but blelTed be God,

even in this degenerate day, there are very

many families to be found where harmony

and mutual love prevail ^ yet your fcheme

(however undefignedly), actually tends to

introduce all the evils of corruption and

difcontent among thofe, who remain yet

uncontaminated by the vicious cuftoms of

this wanton and luxurious age -, infomuch

that every habitation where peace at prefent

dwells, is liable to be turned into a temple

of difcord, if not into an human flaughter

houfe, by wives cutting their own, each

others, or their hulband's throats, or hang-
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iiio- or drowning themfclves in hts of fraii-

tic jealouly. Mcthinks, I am fitting

quietly in my parlour in London, and am

fLidJcnly rouzed by the prodigious vocife-

ration of two grim females of the right St.

Giles's ftamp, one on each fide the llreet,

and each of them holding one hand to her

car, crvinir, *' Here is a full and true

*' account of two moll; horrid, barbarous,

*' bloody, and inhuman murders, which

" were committed on Friday night lalt,

** upon the bodies of Sir John Fickle, Bart.

*' and his new wife, to whom he had been

•• married only one week ; which fad deed

•' was done by his firft wife, who after-

*' wards ftabbcd herfclf with the fame knife

*' with which flie murdered her own huf-

** band and his other lady, whilil they

*' were alleep in bed together. Alfo t.hc

** true copy of a letter to her own mother,

" which her ladylhip left upon her tabk

" the niizht before llie committed the

** murders, giving her own reafuns for

*' what flic was about to do."

We
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Wc may fuppofe the letter to run in the

following words

:

My dearefl mother,

" YOU will flmdder indeed when
*« I tell you, that before to-morrow morn-

*' ing neither I myfelf, my hufband nor

** his other wife will have a being in this

** world.—But my refolution is now unal-

" terably fixed. You are my witnefs, God
*' is my witnefs, that I have made Sir

" John a loving, faithful, and obedient

" wife for the fpace of fix years. But his

** late marriage with Mifs Ogleman, ren-

** ders me difi:rad:ed. O jealoufy ! who
** can live with thee in their bofom ?—

I

" cannot— I am defperate—Execration on

" the man who firfl brought Polygamy

" into this nation ! Dearefi: mother, take

** care of my three fweet children which I

** have had by Sir John, to you the poor

*' innocent babes look up for help. My
** hand (hakes (o much that I can hardly

** fay, farewell—farewell.

** From your afFedionate daughterj;

" CoNSTANTiA Fickle."

Fridcj Night, 12 o'clock^
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I appeal to common ienfe, I appeal

more particularly to thofe who have the

fineft and mofl: delicate Icnfations -, I appeal

to thofe who know thcmfelvcs, and who

are experimentally and religioufly acquaint-

ed with the work'ngs of human nature,

whether there be any thing throughout this

tragical llory, which wears the face of im-

probability, when Polygamy (liould be

cllabliflied by law.

In fomc part of your book indeed, after

having enlarged on the blclFings of Poly-

gamy, your eyes feem opened to fee the

awful train of mifchiefs which muA una-

voidably attend its introduction ; and you

would ahnoll confine it to the fingle in-

flancc of a man witli a v.oman who has

been debauched by him. Where that man

is unmarried he is certainly in confcicnce

bound to make the woman his wife ; and

in every inftance of this fort which comes

before me as a magiftrate, I always lay this

down as matter of duty before the re-

puted father of a child : but when the an-

fwer returned is, " Pleafe your Wor(hip,

* I have
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** I have reafon to believe that I am not

** the firft man who has been concerned

** with her ;" then, what can I fay ? for if

that be a truth, and he marries the wo-

man, he is not only linked for life to ano-

ther man's whore, but according to your

own fyltem, to another man's wife, and fo

lives and dies in adultery.

But fuppofe the man be already a

married man, then certainly his crime be-

comes much more heinous in the iight of

God (though the purport of your book is

to make him guilty of no crime at all,

provided he perfifts in what he has done,

and takes the woman to live with him),

and by the Mofaic law he was to be fhoned

to death as an adulterer : however, you

will not allow this to have been the fad:,

unlefs the woman were alfo a married wo-

man j and in that cafe, you lament that the

punifliment of death is not now inflicted

by our laws. That pecuniary fines for da-

mages, are not in this cafe, a punifliment

adequate to the offence, I readily allows

but if the dread of the eternal vengeance

of
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of God (which was typified by temporal

puni/hments under the judicial law) will

not deter men from thefc crimes I know

not what will.—From the condud of our

Lord with the phariiccs, w hen they brought

to him the woman taken in adultery, it

appears clear to me, that under the gol-

pel, he ifuiire^Jy at Icaft, prohibited th.it

either party in fuch cafe Hiould fuller

death, cither by floning or otherwife, as

they were to do by the fcvcrity of tlic

JewiHi law; and as that man did by the

extreme rigor of the fame law, who was

found gathering Aicks on thefabbath day.

But I find I am deviating from my uib-

jc(ft ; in the difcullion of whiv.Ii I was re-

marking, that in fume parts of vourbook,

you youriclf fcem fo far fcnlible of the

mifchiefs which mullnecefiarily attend your

tcheme, that you only defend it in fome

rare inllanccs. Then, why in the name

ot God did you write Tbihpbthora?

Why caufe all the diflentions you have

cauled in the religious world ? Why give

iuch caufc of joy and triumph to thofe

E who
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who treat every thing ferious with con-

tempt ? Why grieve your friends ? Why
ilrengthen the hands of your enemies ?—In

any view let me repeat the queftion of my
private letter to you

—

^ui bojiofcribere f

Again, Were your plan to be univerfally

adopted, I am perfuaded, that fo far from

diminiiliing the legion of harlots that now

fwarm among us, it would greatly add to

their number ; and that almofl every pri-

vate houfe where the huiband was a Po-

lygamifl, would be little better than a

ftew or brothel among the wives, who

would certainly plead the inconflancy of

ihe man they had married, in excufe for

their own ; for-as-much as he had firfl: vi-

olated the conjugal tie, and difobeyed the

apoftle's command, by with-holding thofe

duties which equally and reciprocally bind

the parties to each other, and to them-

felves alone, in the plainefl terms which

words can exprefs. " To avoid fornica-

*' tion, let every man have his own wife,

" and every woman her own hufband. Let

*^ the hulband render unto the wife due

*' benevo-
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'^ benevolence, likewife the wife untio the

•' hufband. The wife hath not power of
*' her own body, but the hulband : and
** likewife alfo the b.ufbandhatli not power
** of his own body, but the wife [V].

•' Defraud

[Y] I am under the ncccflity of obfcning, that

whenever my learned friend finds an argument to be

more than a match for lum, he attempts to treat it

with more than ordinary contempt. This drsws off

the attention of the reader to the adcrtion of tlic au-

thor, and thereby he ii apt to overlook all the force of

the realoning which is prefcnted to iiis view. Among
thcfc arguments wliich Mr. Madan thinks ought to be

treated with this fovercign contempt, is that diawii

from the words of St. P.i\il, " That a man ought not

10 have a plurality of wives, bccaulc the apollle a!I

along rcftraius the number to one only." His

words arc thefc. *' To lay that this text for!)ids Po-

*' lygamy, bccaufc the word v;ifc is in the inigiiLir

*' number is mere trilling, as mus:h fo, as contcnd-

" ing that a man is to love but one neighbour, bc-

" caufe jt is faid, thou Ihali love tliy neighbour as

*^' thvfeU, not neighbours; or that he fliall keep but

*' one fcrvant, becaufe it is laid, who art thou tiiat

" judgcft another man's fcrvant." But luppoling

this argument more jul^ than it is, Itill is not Air.

Madan awaie that it is one ot that fort which prove

too much, as it may with equal juibce be urged why

K 2 a wife
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" Defraud ye not one the other, except \l

'' be ^^ C077jef2t for a time, that ye may give

" yourfelves tofafting and prayer, and come

** together again, that Satan tempt you not

" for your incontinency." In all thefe texts

there is juft the fune liberty given to the

wife to be flilfe to the huihand's bed, as to

the hufband to be falfe to that of his wife.

Should he therefore prefume to take to

himfelf any other woman (except in fuch

cafes where the law admits- of divorce)

might not the injured wife moft juflly

and mofl: fcripturally complain, and fay,

<* My hufband to whom I have furrendered

<* my hand, my heart, and my perfon, no

** longer treats me agreeable to thofe io-

** lemn vows by which at the time of

*' marriage, he pledged himfelf to me,

*« and I to him. That benevolence which

*"' the fcripture enjoins from him to me I

** feldom partake of; he claims an exclu-

a wife {hould have more hufbands than one, as well

as why a huil^and fliould have more wives than one.

Eut indeed it cannot be urged in either cafe, for there

is fuch a reciprocal appropriation in the text, as

binds the maj\ to the woman alone, and the woman

to the man alone.

*' fivq
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'' five power over me, but in dirc(ft oppo-
** fition to the apoftolic declaration, he

** denies that I have the fame power over

'* him, and therefore he defraudb me of the

** rights of the marriage bed, by bcHow-
** ing his affection on other wortien, whilll

*' I am left to burn with jcaloufy, or pine

** with difdj^poiated love."

I can indeed conceive it pofhble for a

woman to have fo nice a fenfc of delicacy*

that Ihe would not choofc to make a com-

plaint of thib fort even to her mofl inti-

mate female friend; but thcii fhc is the

more to be pitied on that account, as there

is certainly notliing contained in it, which

any woman of the mort refined fcntiments

might not make even to God himfclf.

i lowever, though there might be here and

tliere, fuch a meek, pafuve female to be

found, yet I ihould judge, without cqw-

furiui^ the fcx, that they are not very nu-

merous, but th.u multitudes under the

above-mentioned treatment, could neithLT

maintain their chullity, nor with-hold

their rage ; fo that revenge and prollitu-

E 3 tion.
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tion, feem to be the natural twin children

.

gf every polygamous intercourfe.

It is but a fliort while ago, that a poor

deftitute woman applied to me for a letter

of recommendation to be admitted a pati-

tient in the Lock Hofpital, and urged in

excufe for the bad difeafe fhe had con-

traded, that her hufband had for fome

time paft cohabited with another woman.

It immediately occurred to me that this

man was a true polygamic, or rather a bi-

gamift, without the fuperftitious inter-

meddHng of a prieft. And that my friend,

with his dedication to the governors of

the Lock, Magdalen, and Mifericordia,

ought alfo to have preferred a petition

moving that againfl: Polygamy ihould be

efbablilhed by law, they would enlarge their

wards and engage an additional number

of furgeons.

But it is an affront to the clear language

of the aooflle in the texts cited from the

feventh chapter of his firfl: Epiftle to the

CoriQthians, to attempt any explanation of

them.
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them, every word carries with it perlpi-

cuity and convidion, infomuch that one

might think it were as eafy to efiabhili the

dodrine of tranfmigration as of Polygamy

from any part of the chapter ; nay, much

more eafy, for it fays nothing agai nil tranf-

migration, but fays every thing which can

be faid againft Polyg^^my : how then you

could imacrine that thefe texts or anv of

them fpeak only of a prevailing cullom

among the Corinthians of lending out their

wives is to nie inconceivable. Surely to

ufe your own language, this is to make

fcripture fpeak any thing or nothing, or

every thing, jull as fuits our own fancy.

But neither will this forced interpretation

lland, for in order to adopt it, you are

obliged to change the word Troinji? u'hich

is very properly tranllated joniicatioKy (or

fornications) and to render it adulter) , fay-

ing that it includes all fort of uncleannefs.

But why mufl the word -nooymx^ which comes

diredtly from Tr^:-\r, a harlot, be conltrued

adultery ratlicr than fornication ? the rea-

fon is plain, becaufe fimple fornication

could not be committed bv the cullom of

Iciiding
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lending out wives, fo you muft either give

up your lenfe of the text, or we mufl

grant vou that -o::i:x: in this place means

adulten', and cannot mean fornication.

—

But I have Itill one objecftion to make

againil your interpretation -, which is, that

it intirelv deflroys the force of the apoftle's

reafoning in urging marriage as a remedy

aeainil the dan2:er of celibacv. Of this

vou are aware, and therefore vou will not

allovr this to be the drift of his argument.

However, let us look back to the begin-

ning of the chapter.

*' Now concerning the things whereof yc

*' wrote unto me j it is good for a man not

" to touch a vroman. Neverthelefs to avoid

" fornication, ((?,a 7:^,- -n-tfavfia?) on account of

" fornications, let ever}' man have his own
*' wife, and everywoman her ownhulband.'''

It is moft clear that St. Paul from the ifl

to the icth verfe, is addreinng himfelf to

unmarried people, and to widows, advifing

continency as beft fuited to that diflrefTed

ftate of the church, if they were able to

bear it ; eife he exhorts them to marr\',

and
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1

and in cafe they (hould, he adds feme di-

rections for their conduct when married j

after which he fums up the whole of what

he had faid in the following words :
*' I iiy,

*' therefore, [which word tkereforehzs cer-

** tainly a reference to what goes before] I

*' fav, therefore, to the unmarried and wi-

" dows, it is good for them if they abide

*' even as I, but if they cannot contain let

** them mzny, for it is better to marry

•' than to burn."

In the tenth verfe and not before, he

tarns his difcourfe to the married, and ad-

drefTes them only. *' And unto the married

'* Icommand, vet notlbut theLord. Let

'' net the wife depart from her hufband,

'' Ccc. &c."

All this IS as plain as fimple language

can mike it. How then you could poliibly

apply thofe words, Let e^jery man karce kit

c\vn ivlfe, and ei-ery ivcfnan her o'j:n buf-

band, as a prohibition to thofe who had nei-

ther wives nor hufbands to lend cut, is to

me moil aftoniihingi but I cannot help

favin»



62 ^he Blejjings of Poly>gdmyt &c.

faying it is fuch a palpable perverfion of

fenfe and fcripture as I hardly ever before

met with. Yet even if this far fetched in-

terpretation weve to be allowed, it is as

much a command to the wife not to lend

out her hulband, as to the hufband not to

lend out his wife : therefore take it vv^hich

way you will it is big with abfurdity.

But let us hear what you have to offer

in defence of your opinion. I will tran-

fcribe your own words. ** Thofe who re-

'* prefent the apoftle as addreffing himfelf

"^ to fmgle perfons, and adviiing them to

** marry to avoid fornication, make him
*' guilty of evident tautology—for the

*^ eighth verfe is exprefsly addrelTed to the

'* unmarried and widows, &c. &c. vol. I.

'* p. 233." So it is, as alfo every verfe

before it : therefore here is no tautology,

for the apoflle is fpeaking all along to the

unmarried.

Again, you add, *' The very terms (of

" the fecond verfe) ihew it to be addreiled

" to married perfons j for how could the

** apoftle
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** apoftle fay to a fingle man—let him
** have fx^Tu, retain yjt>x,Kx Uuts, his wife;

*' or to a fingle woman—let her have, i. e.

** keep to—Tov »(?»ot avo(iXy her own hulband?

'* The immediate connccftion of this verie

'* with the three following, which can be-

** long to married people ofily, is another

** flrong argument for the truth of this

** obfcrvation."- But I cannot allow it

to be any argument at all ; and I appeal to

every one who has the ufe of their eyes and

reafon, whether every one of thofe vcrfes

which you fay belong to married people only,

do not belong to unmarried ptople only,

—For firfl: the verb tx^.tt will bear no fuch

fcnfe as you have put upon it
— ** Let her

** retain or keep to,"— and yet if it would

bear it, you have adu.illy introduced it in

favor of Monogamy inllead of Polygamy ;

for it Hands in the original as a direction

to the man as well as to the woman, and

therefore, if you v.ill tranllate one part of

the verfe, ** Let the wife keep to her huf-

** band," you are under the nccefiity of

tranflating the other part, ** Let the huf-

** band keep to his v/Ife," for the Circck

vvord
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word {ix^1(^) is the fame in both parts,

therefore by endeavoring to make it fpeak

what you wifh in the one place, you have

made it fpeak what you do not wifli in the

other place. How you will get out of this

difficulty I know not, unlefs you can follow

the example ofyour old friendWhittington,

Lord-mayor of London, with his fix bells,

and perfuade 5^ourfelf and readers that by

the found- of this fame word iyj\<^ you are

fure it means fomething very different,

when addreffed to a male than it does when

addreffed to a female, which will be liter-

ally ringing changes.—But as I obferved

above, the exprelTion will not admit of the

conftrudtion you have put uporu—Lei her

retain or keep to—but the plain iignifica-

tion of the word is let her have, or let him

have : and would any man in the world,

who knew what fenfe or grammar meant,

fay to a married man, Let him have a

wife ? or to a married woman let her have

an hujOjand ? but the verb being in the im-

perative mood is plainly a command to ha^-^c

that which they have not already.

Second! v.
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Secondly, If a tender parent were gomg

to marrv a Ton or a daughter, would he not

give them diredions whilll they were yet

finglc, for their conduct after marriage,

fuch as *' Love your wife," *' Behave well

to your hufband." In like manner St. Paul

exhorting the unmarried who have not the

gift of continency, to the life of the conju-

gal bed in order to avoid fornication, add?,

*' let every m;in liave his own wife, let

*' every woman have her own hufband. Let

*' the hufband render unto the wife due bc-

*' nevolence, likewifethc wife unto the huf-

" band. The hufband has not power of his

*' own body but the wife. The wife has not

*' power of her own body but the hulhand.

" Defraud ye not one the other, except it be

•' by confcnt for a time, that ye may give

*' yourfclves unto fatling and prayer, and

" come toc^ether again that Satan tempt you

'^ not fur your incontinenc)." Ilereisfcnfc

and reafoning in the apollle's language, if

wc fuppofe him to be addrening himfelf to

the unmarried ; but what {<ix\W or reafon-

ino^ can be difcovercd, or where is the re-

mcdy he prv:^pQfe5 againll fcnilculon, if we

tunfidcr
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confider him as fpeaking to thofe who arc

married already, in a way of exhortatioh

not to lend out or interchange their wives ?

Give me leave to remind my learned

friend who did not ufe to be averfe to a lit-

tle pleafantry, that whilft he is condemn-

ing our laws for the power they have com-

mitted to the priefls of confirming mar-

riages, he himfelf is claiming the autho-

rity of marrying half the church of Co-

rinth ; for I am fure that all thofe to whom

St. Paul addreffes himfelf from the firfl to

the tenth verfe, were ever efleemed un-

married perfons, till that fame good friend

of mine coupled them together by his late

interpretation of thofe texts.

I muft now obferve, that your labored

criticifm upon the words tov Jiov a^^^pa,—
^er own proper hujband, allowing it its full

fcope, has the fame misfortune attending

it as your conftruclion of the word ixf^'^

viz. it makes more againfl: Polygamy than

in favor of it, by not proving what you

would have it prove, and by proving what

you would not have it prove : for it im-

plies
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plies fuch a peculiar right and property

which the woman has in that one man,

as no other woman has or can have, inlb-

much that he is emphatically called hr
own hufvdjid^ or her cicn man ; which is

certainly a much greater proof of the un-

lawfulnefs of his takin:^ anv other woman,
than if the word had been in the feminine

gender, and had been applied to the wife.

1 am therefore happy on this occafion to

take your own words, and heartily agree

with you, " that as all fcripture is given
*' by infpiratif.n (.f C;od, nnd t!ic Holy
** Ghoft fpeaketh nothing in vain, there

'* is a weighty rcafon in giving the epithet

*' «<r.e> tothchufband /' that no man ini^»ht

ever fuppufc he had any power over his

own body, fo as to think himfclfat liberty

to give the ufc of it to any other woman,
but to her alone, who is fo exclufivcly

it i led by the apol^le her own proper
HUSBAND.

After all, it cAnnot be denied that you
have fent your hdy Polygamia abroad in a

i^e/iure of lircught goldy but ftiil I cannot

think
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think flie is like the kings daughter all glo-

rious ivlthin, for remove the ornamented

mantle which you have thrown over her,

and her deformity appears to view.

The idea of proteding the weaker fex,

and of faving multitudes of them from

ruin, is what gives a bias in favor of your

plan ; as you have dreiTed it up, to the

humane and ferious reader. But the mif-

chievous and horrible confequences which

mufl inevitably attend the pradice of it,

you intirely keep out of fight, though it is

plain enough that they frequently flared

you in the face -, and this makes you at-

tempt to draw the line between what you

call the wild licentious Pohgafny of the Ma^
hometaiiSy and a holy and fober ufe of it.

But in the firfl: place, I am afloniflied that

a man who is acquainted with the depths

and depravity of human nature, which is

the fame in England as in Turkey, fhould

imagine any fuch line can poiTibly be

drawn, if Polygamy were eflablifhed by

law.—Secondly, the grand argument which

you yourfelf bring in defence of Polyga-

my,
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iny, in a manner counterads and prevents

any fuch holy fobcr ule of it : for the cafe

in which you principally aim to eflabliflj it

is between a married man and a virsjin or

maid that is enticed by him. Now fuch a

man from the very ad: he has been guilty

of, not merely in lying with the woman,

(for this ycu will not allow to be any fm at

all if he mean to take her to dwell with

him), but in fcduchig and inticmg her, can

have no fuch holy Jobcr notions in his head,

as you plead for; but as he firfl had an in-

tercourfc with her from a love of \aricty, fo

now he takes her as a punilhmcnt to which

he is condemned by law, for having bafcly

gratified his luft, though perhaps like

Amnon with Tamar bis hatred of ha- is

greater than the loi\: ivhcrcii'ith he loved her.

But whatever might be the reafon why the

all-wifeGod ever permitted polygamoub mar-

riages among the Jews, he has now under the

gofpcl, aswill yet more clearly appear, thought

proper abfolutely to prohibit them, and

therefore to attempt their rcftoration under

the notion of any holy orfiber life of them, is

F to

I
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to fet up our own judgment agaliill the irl-'

finite wifdom of God himfelf.

As to what you would urge from the

example of Abraham, it is certain, that no

.man fmce his time could be in his parti-

cular fituation, for to him was the promife

made, tbat Ms feed fiould be ds the flars of

heavenfor multitude : And it is very obferv-

able, that the father of the faithful took

unto him Hagar the Egyptian (who was a

type of the Jewifli church), at the particu-

lar inftance of Sarai his wife, when both

he and flie fuppofed that the Lord had re-

framed her from child-bearing. A plain

proof that he had more an eye to the ful-

filment of God's promife, than to the gra-

tification of his own luft j till therefore we

find ourfelves exaftly in his predicament,

we had better let his precedent for Polyga-

my entirely alone.

Were you to afk me how all the evils of

fornication, uncleannefs, fedud:ion, and

adultery might be cured ? I would anfwer

the queftion, by inquiring how you would

attempt
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attempt to cure the depravity of fallen man ?

which can never be effedled by adding the

evil of Polygamy to thofe before mentioned,

but by enforcing the divine law ; but what

law? not the judicial law of Mofcs, which

you produce, but the holy fpiritual law of

God. Let the minil^ers of the gofpcl open

and apply this law in its extent and purity,

to the confciences of fmners, to llitw them

their tranfgrclTion and their hclplcllnefs,

and then let them freely preach Chrill as

the only remedy, both from the guilt and

dominion of fm. This will be truly an-

fwering God's own purpofc both in the

temporal or typical punilhmcnts under the

law, which are now abolinicd> and were

then only a fiadoiu of things to come ; as

alfo under the gofpel, the rejedors of wliich

JJ:all be punijhed ivitb e'verlajling dcJlnitUon

from the prefnce of the Lordt and the glory

of his poiver ; w hi lit thofe who truly be-

lieve it, and embrace it in the light and in

the love of it, fhall receiije t'.e end cf their

faith ^ even thefahation of theirfouls. This

preaching of the moral law for the diko-

very and convidion of fin, and preaching

F 2 the
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the gofpel of the free grace of God as the

only method of falvatiori from fin, will do

more in one year for the cure of fedudion,

adultery, fornication, and lafcivioufnefs in

all its branches than a thoufand treatifes

upon Polygamy, though they Ihould have

been, twenty years in compiling.

Still once more let us fuppofe your

fcheme eftabliflied by the legiflature juft as

you would have it. Very foon after, my

dear friend to his own great grief, reads

the following paragraph in the Morning

Poft.

^* LalT: night lady A , wife of Sir

** Thomas A , Bart, was found hang-

*^ ing in her own dreffing-room, in

*' Square. The caufe of this dreadful ca-

'« taftrophe is fuppofed to be as follows

;

*' About a week ago, MifsB—-, daugh-

«* ter of William B «, Efq; went off

*« from the mafquerade at Carlifle Houfe->

" with Sir Thomas A—— , Next day,

«* her mother, Mrs. B , hearing that

** fhe was at Sir Thomas's houfe, came to

** her
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her in the utmoil diftreis, and Interro-

gating her on the caufe of her condu«ft,

fhe replied with great pertnefs, that nei-

ther file nor Sir Thomas had done any

thing they need be alhamcd of, or that

was not authorized both by the law of

God and the law of the land. Sir Tho-

mas A was the mtin of her choice ;

fhc had furrcndcred up bcr ferfon to him,

flic was now his wife without any more

ceremony whatever, with him flic meant

to continue ell her days; and he might

take to himfclf twenty more young la-

dies in the fame way, it' he thought pro-

per; flic had no right to controul him,

whilil: the divine hw, as well as the law

of the land, which had lately pafled the

King, Lords, and Commons, in favor of

Polygamy, was now in full force."

Heavens, child ! (cried the affrighted pa-

rent) do you know that Sir Thomas

A is already a married man, and

has a virtuous good wife of his own ;

and that what you have done will cer-

tainly break her heart ?—Know it, yes,

very well, but wliat is that to me ? (re-

F 3
*' plied
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" plied Mifs) Ought I to pretend to be

" wifer than God ? or to wifh to fee hu-
*' man inventions, fuperflitious ceremonies,

** and priefl's marriages adopted, inftead of

" what he himfelf has appointed ? No, no,

** I have nov^ done with all thefe fooleries,

" finee Sir Thomas A has put into my
*^ hands a very fine book with a very hard

•* name, upon thefe fubje(Sts s and if every

*' body was to do as Sir Thomas and I

** have done, fedudlron, fornication, and
** adulterv, would foon be baniflied out of

** the kingdom ; and to tell you the truth,

" as foon as I hear that the book is

** abridged, I intend to buy an hundred to

'^ difperfe among the poor by way of cha-

<* rity." This anfwer of the young lady,

had fuch an eifecfl on the wretched mother,

that flie was carried home in a chair and

expired the fame evening; fo that lady

A and Mrs. B , have both loft

their lives by this unfortunate marriage.

Now I do not fay that fuch a cafe ever

will happen ; but this I mufl fay, that aU

this, and much more of a like fort might

happet^
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happen if your plan were to pafs into a law,

for in the whole of this tranHidion, what-

ever motives might influence either the fup-

pofed charaiflers of Sir Thomas A or

Miii B , neither the one nor the other

have adcd in the lead: tittle contrary to

what your own book authorizes : and feign-

ed (God be pralfed) as the cafe Is, yet I

thought the introdudtion of it very allow-

able, by way of contrafting fome of thofe

melancholy pi«5turcs, which you have drawn

and hung out to public view on the other

fide. I may add, that it is repaying ycu in

your own coin, for as you have ranfackcd

eld newfpapcrs to point out the blcfiings

of Polygamy in futuro, it is very fair that

I ihould have recourfe to what we may na-

turally fuppofe will be the language of thofe

papers, in order to point out the curfcs

which will attend the monger when brought

forth : and indeed, to llicw the wi fdoni

of that law which makes every Polygamic

fufter death as a felon ; but fur which pu-

niihment you yourfclf have made the befl

apology, by wilhing it were llill to be put in

execution upon the adulterer : therefore you

cannot
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cannot blame thofe who looking upon Po-

lygamy and adultery to be fynonimous

termS;, have thought fit to inflid; a fentence

on the former, which you judge to be me-:

rited by the latter.

Such are a few of the flagrant mifchiefs

which muft inevitably attend the introduc-

tion of Polygamy into this land, and yet

they are but a few, in comparifon of others

which muifl flrike the mind of every think-

ing perfon. For God's fake therefore, my
dearfi-iend, confider the dreadful licentious

tendency of your afTertions. Should one

man defile another man's v/ife, you feem to

lament that our lav/s do not punifli him

with death ; but if he intice or debauch

a thoufand virgins, and afterwards take

them to live with him, and call them by

the name of wife, there is no harm done.

It is a perfedl marriage in the fight of God.

There wants no human ceremony to com-

plete it. The man is guilty of no fin.

The woman, or rather each woman, is per-

fectly innocent ; fhe has fiirrendered up her

perfon to the man of her choice, and it would

be
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be the highefl impropriet}- to upbrjid he;-

with the name of a iDbore.

If fiich realbniiig be not (though I grant

moll: undefigncdly) to give a fandlion to for-

nication and lewdnefs, I know not what

is ; and if I have or Hiall prove tlic abfolutc

unhiwfulnefs of Polve-aniv in the courfe of

this work, you yourfelf mufl be of the fame

opinion ; at prefcnt however, you arc not

of that mind, having given us a pretty ftrong

proof of your fcntiments on thib point, in

the cafe of a certain noble earl and the late

unfortunate Mlfs R— y, wliom you pofi-

tively affirm, that the Rev. xMr. H —
ought to have looked upon as the earl's

wife : and no doubt his lordfliip is much
obliged to you for the healing plailler which

you have adminitlcred to him : and he may

now confole himklf \\4th another Mifs

R—y, and another yet, if he thinks proper,

without fin on his part, or caufc of ibame in

that of the females.

Permit mc now to ilatc a c^S^, and lo

•a(k your opinion on it.

As
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As a magiftrate, it inay hav^ frequently

happened that a fingle woman has come

before you to filiate her baftard child

on a married man. Now I fhould be glad

to know, what you would fay to the parties

on fuch an pccafion ? From your character

as a miniiler of the gofpel, we may rea-r

fpnably fuppofe, that the man and the wo-

man would expedl you fhould not only en-

force the flatute concerning baflards begotten

and bcrn out oflawful matrimony y but that you

ihould alfo add fomefeafonable advice and re-

proofconcerning the fin they have been guilty

of. But how great muft be their furprize, if

you were to addrefs the two perfons before

you in the following language ; and yet if

you are true to your own principles, I fee

not what other you can make ufe of.

** My friends, why are you uneafy ? You,

** have neither of you done any thing

*' wrong in the fight of God, or that you
** need be aihamed of; fo far from it, you
•* have fulfilled the divine command, in-

^* creafe and multiply ; and it is a fcandal

** to our laws, that this poor girl fhould be

'' deemed
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•* deemed a whore. Befides, I pronounce

** you to be ufeful members of the com-
'* munity, by the encouragement you have

** given to population,

" Go your ways therefore, take the wo-?

" man to Live with you, and continue to

" ad: together as you have done. You arc

** truly man and wife in the fight of God,
** without going through the forms of that

** fupcr/litious ceremony which wc call ma-

" In'mony-y tliough wc clergy arc obliged to

** trudge through the fiirce of reading, what

f' is called, the church fervicc, before the

f parties can be joined in law."

As I hear a third volume of Thclyphthora

is foon to make its appearance, your fcnti-

mcnts on the cafe in queftion, will no

doubt oblige the public.

You would appear to difapprove the prac-

tice of keeping mijlrejjes ; but I beg to in-

quire where is the harm of this according

to your fyftem, if the man who keeps the

woman be the firfl who had intercourfe with

her ?
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lier ? You fay, in fuch cafe, ^e may not put

her away all his days. It feems then the fin

is in putting her away, not in keeping her i

for he fins not at all whilfl he cohabits

with her ; all that time {he is his wife : yet

if he puts her away, I hardly know whether

you would denominate her his wife or his

miftrefs, feeing it was only a temporary iji^

tercourfe that he had with her ; and indeed

upon your plan, it is almofl: impoiTible to

fay, v/ho is a kept miflrefs and who a wife

;

for you have adjudged the late unfortunate

Mifs Ray, to be the wife of the firft Lord

of the A —y; and you fay that the

Rev. Mr. H— n, ought to have beea

taught to have looked upon her as fuch.

When that amorous Prince, Charles the

Second, ky on his death-bed, before the

Jefuits laid hold on him, he was attended

by the pious Bifhop Ke7in, when the ex^

emplary prelate exhorted him to put away

his miftrefs, the celebrated Nell Gwynne [Z],

and

[Z] I am not quite certain whether Eleanor

Gwynne or tlie Puchefs of Portfmouth, was at that

time
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and to be reconciled to his Queen. Had

you, my good friend, been called to the

dying Monarch, inftead of the Bifliop of

Bath and Wells> what advice would yon

have adminiftered for his foul's health on

that particular occafion ?• The firft piece of

intelligence necelTary to-be obtained, would

be whether any other man had been one

fefi with the favorite a(ftref8, previous to

his Majefly ; in which cafe he was living

in adultery with her, feeing fhe was the

true wife in God's fight, of the firft man

who had been connected with her; but if

his Majefly cn/y had been familiar with lier,

then fhe was as much married to him by

the divine IflW, as his own Queen was.

How (hall tliis dIfHculty be folvcd ? Mrs.

Gwynne alone can do it; and to her the

reverend cafuill mufl put the deciding quef-

iion, and gather all the- information he can

relative to ^/je tokens (f her vj'rgini.'y before

the King approached her. Mrs. Gwynne

affures you, that no man whatever had ac-

time the reigning favorite of Charles the Second ; but

if I mlftake not it was the former ; however that be,

it makes no difference a^ to the cafe in hand.

cefs
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cefs to her perfon before his Majefty, and

that ever fince (lie had been faithful to her

royal lover. Yoii anfwer (ftridtly according

to the do(?:rihe of Thelyphthora)^ ** Then,

** Madam, you are his Majefty's owti wife,

** and he is your own proper hulband, ac-

** cording to the primitive inftitution of

*' marriage, notv^^ithftanding the ceremony

" which has pafTed between him and his

** prefent confort, and notwithftanding no
'* fuch form by a prieft has ever exifted

*' between you and him : therefore, if his

*' Majefty fhould recover from this illnefs,

*^ he would fhew himfelf a very wicked

" man in not living with you as he has

** done ; and you Mrs. Gwynne, would be

** equally finful, if you did not continue to

'* grant his Majefty every indulgence he

*' requires at your hands. My advice there-

** fore in this matter, for the prefent eafc

•' of the King's confcience, and for his

** everlafting welfare, is this ; that if it

•* pleafe God to raife him up from this bed

** whereon he now languifties, you both

*' continue to give, yourfelves up to the holy

*'• and fobcr embraces of each other, ii

which



The BlcJJings of Polygamy, (jc. 83

*' which may you be fruitful and ??iultipjy -,

** and may thoufands of others, influenced

** by your virtuous examples, inftead of

" pretending to be ivifer thci God
-y
go on

** to follow thofc bright examples, till for-

** nication, adultery, and every fpecics of

•* lewdnefs be baniflied from this guiky
** land, which has forfaken the divine au-

** thority, and fubftituted human devices

*' and fuperftitious ceremonies in its

" flead."

Is there a fyllablc in all this, which you

as his Majefty's fpiritual guide might not,

nay ought not, upon your principles to have

faid upon the occafion ?

Your definition of a whore is confined

to one " who proftitutes herfelf to differ-

** ent men as lull or gain may induce her,

** 'without defign of marrying the?n." But I

am quite at a lofs to know what you mean
by " marrying them y" do you fuppofe the

woman to be unmarried, till fome outward

ceremony has palled ? Can the magic words

of a prieit make her more a wife or lefs a

whore
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whore than fhe was before ? if fo, you

throw down at once the whole ftrudlure

you have been raifing. If you ehoofe to

abide by your own afTertions, you mufl

avow that jfhe was married to the firfl man
with whom Hie became onejiefi-^ and there-

fore {he muft neceflarily commit adultery

with all others flie becomes afterwards

connedled with : fo that I may venture to

affirm, that according to your ideas of mar-

riage, fornication cannot exift. I grant

however, that the above is a true definition

of a common Jlriimpet j but whoredom, if

fcripture be our guide, might be committed

even under the Mofaic difpenfation, when

any unmarried woman or widow, had inter-

courfe with only one man^ who was not

her lawful hufband ; as is clear from the

cafe of Tamar ; for we read Gen, xxxviii.

24. It was told Judah, faying^ Ta?nar thy

daughter-in-law hath played the harlot ; and

alfo behold fie is with child by whoredom.

But according to your idea and definition

of a whore, no man whatever had a right

to fay fo. Suppofe fhe had furrendered up

her perjon to the man of her choice^ whether

fhe
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(he were virgin or widow, or whether h;^

were married or unmarried, flic had done

nothing that was forbidden, and therefore

ought not to be fligmatized with the dif-

graceful appellation of a whore, it is true

indeed, Judah took her for a common har-

lot, and he went in unto her as fuch. But

this alters not the cafe, for they who to.d

^udab that Jlje ivas iviih child by ivbcrcdom^

knew nothing of this ihtercourfe, nor how
it was obtained; and therefore the hidl llanda

on record, as full proof that w hen any wo-
man in Ilracl who had no llulband proved

to be with child, flie was as much deemed

an whore, as we fliould judge her to be

one in England.

I mufl alfo obfervc, that nciiiicr Judah

nor his friend Ilirah, the Adullamite, feem tcj

nave thought it at all extraordinary, that

they found an harlot fitting by the way fide ;

nor did the men of whom Hirah inquired

concerning her, exprefs any aflonifliment at

his queflion, as if fome new thing had hap-

{)ened in Ifrael; but they fimply made an-

fwef, that they did not fee her ; which cir-

G cumllance.
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cumflance, befides the frequent mention we
have of harlots and adulterefTes in the Old

Teftament, and the cautions given to avoid

commerce' w^ith them, as alfo the com^-

plaints of the prophets, that the people af^

Jembled themfehes by troops in the harlots

houfesy and were likefed horfes neighing after

their neighbours wives ^ carry pretty flagrant

proof that adultery aqd whoredom were

much more common in Judea, than you

would have us believe, and that confe-

quently Polygamy was no fpeciiic againfV

either.

It has been urged^ that if Polygamy be

forbidden, fome of the eminent Old Tefta-

ment faints lived and died in adultery. It

might with as much truth be objedied, that

if it be now unlawful for neareft relations

to marry, the immediate defcendants of

Adam and of Noah lived and died in inceft -,

cr if it be now wrong for a man to marry

his brother's wife, it mull: have been fo in

all ages of the world, and under all circum-

ftances, fince fin can never alter its nature.

It
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It will readily be granted that iin cannot

alter its nature, and that God cannot alter

his nature as bearing an everlalling hatred

againil: Iin. But then what is lin, but the

trangrefTion of the law of God ? And what

is the law of God, but the tranfcript and

declaration of the will of God ? And if God
permit that at one time which he prohibits

at another, the fame aft will be no fm when

he allows it, which will be fn when he

forbids it.—When Jacl wife of I Icbcr the

Kenite, flew Sifeia, the captain of Jabin's

holt, by driving a nail into his temples

whilll: he was allcep in her tent, ihc com-

mitted no fm, becaufc ihc a^tted under the

immediate diredion of God ; but had Jael

done this without that direvftion, (he had

been guilty of the bafefl treachery and mur-

der. Mad JoHiua when he condutfled the

Ifraelitcs to the promifcd land, a(ftcd by his

own authority in burning the cities, flaying

the inhabitants young and old, nnd even

hanging hve kings at once, after making \\\^

captains put their feet upon the necks of

thofe kings, he would have been one of the

moft impious and arbitr-irv tyrants that the

G 2 fun
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fun ever beheld ; but by ading by the ex-

prefs warrant of Jehovah, in driving out

and confuming the idolatrous nations, he

had power to command that fun to fland

ftill upon Gibeon, and the moon in the val-

ley of Ajalon, w^hilft he completed his

ilauo-hter on the combined armies of all

the kings of the Amorites, yojbtm x.

throughout.

But after all, fuppofe I cannot reconcile

this difficulty to my own apprehenfion

:

fuppofe I am fearful of faying that Polyga-

my was no {in under the Old Teilament,

and am alfo fearful of afferting that Abra-

ham, David, and others, lived and died in

adultery ; ftill why cannot I content myfelf

with what is plainly revealed, and leave it to

God to clear up the juftice and equity of

his own dealings with the children of men ?

Secret things belong unto him. Infinite

wifdom has its own reafons for whatever it

does, and will be accountable to none.

Whatever be dark, this is certain, that

God thought fit to permit Polygamy under

the law: but permiffion does not by any

means
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means imply approbation ; nay, God ot ten

permits that which from the very holincls of

his nature is his abhorrence. On the other

hand, it is equally certain, that God has

thought fit to prohibit Polygamy under the

gofpel J and therefore though permillioa

may well enough accord with difapproba-

tion, yet prohibition and approbation arc

fo far from agreeing, that they cannot lland

together.

Let us now in as few words as poiTiblc,

confidcr all tlic proof you attempt to bring

from the Old Tellament in favour of Poly-

gamy, and the whole amounts to this:

That in ;;<? Ciift' it was commanded or en-

joined ; in fome cafes it was permitted ; but

whether this permilTion ever amounted to

approbation, remains llill to be afcertaincd.

It is true, you have brought fome texts of

fcripture in defence of wh;it you have ad-

vanced ; but in none of thefe you have

attempted to prove any thing beyond an

allowance of Polvg:-my, except in one,

and that is Rxod. xxii. 16. Jf a man inticc

a fffiJid that is not betrothtd^ and lie ivith /.vr,

C 3
/v
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tfjb:iiffurely end&^r bcr to he bis '^^ife. And
even this fingle text will not bear you out,

unlels Tou can brLn^ iome better oroof than

you have dene, that a man (which vou have

nnwarrantablv ventured to render arty man)

means a married man, at leall a married

man, as well as a fingle one ; in which in-

terpretation however, yen have not only the

general voice of commentators againil you,

but if fcriE?ture be allowed to be its own
interpreter, the voice of God himfelf, in

that remarkable text which you have be-

ftowed much pains to get over, Lrj, xviii.

J 8. I'bou jhalt n^t take a-aife to her Jijlery

to vvx her, to uncover ber nakednefiy be/uie

the ctber in ber life tiim ; which thofe who.

have the moll critical knowledge of the He-
brew, interpret as in the marginal reading,

of not taking one wife to another, for which

they have certainly very good authority,

fince the word which we tranilate a f.fier^

is rendered anotbn'y in other parts of Icrip-

ture.

The utmofl therefore, which you have

proved from the Old Teilament, is a ^r-

mijfii'n

3



Tee Bl^j/ing: :f Pdjgdmy, tfc. .1

mtffion of Polvgamy amcrig the Jews, net

without mucii difiiciilty in getting --

vcral text?, which at leail ieeai Tt;- _ ,_-

vorabie to it, particukrly th^t noted patigt,

iUtf/. ii. 14, 15, 16. which I ihill r'"^ it

length. Tit ye jay, Wberef.rc ^i : -i

Lcrd hath b-^cn 'uatmfs i?etzr:;^-^. th^^ ard ih€

isije oftayjoufh; arc- . bad

Jfait treacher- :s tty c:
-

and tit wife cj thy cyzmsn*.

h€ make one'i Tit had be the rij»dui 6j itie

Sfirit : and ^kerf-jre ine "? that be r/i

a godly feed. lberef:re take hi

riiy andUti:-- -----:.-

zi'ife of his j- ..— . * . ;-. L-: , .-. - .^ sj

Ifradfattby that be hazetb futtir.g ar:z.vT, zfc.

i^c. Though it be certiinly a. h _ ng

circumitjjice for an aathar to confeti him-

ieli ignorant of a language, the knowletige

of which is in a de2:'er r.c ^eilary for the

carrying on of a coatroveny in which he

it engaged, yet ridier than ilnit aboat like

^'Elbe's daw in borro'-ved olumes, I will

freelv and in^enuouilw own nivfelf inco-D*-

ble of examining into ^O'lr Hebrew end-

cifmi cr- the foreg^^ing text, which i ir:i

the
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the more forry for, as from the awkward

or rather round-about explanation you have

given of the palTage, I am led to fufpecSt

that you have not faithfully delivered the

mind and will of God revealed in it, parti-

cularly in thofe words, Dul not he make one":

i. e. as I always underilood by comparing

it with the context, " Did not he make the

hufband and wife one, by uniting them in

^Oi near a relation, that they two (hould be

confidered as one flefli ?"—But what is your

fenfe of the words

—

Did not one make F Or

did not one God make or create both you and

your wives'^ Vol. I. p. 139. But whether

you, or whether all ^' the commentators that

havefollowedone another likefieepy^ be in the

right in the explanation of this claufe, it is

certain that if the whole three verfes taken

together, do not contain any abfolute com-

mand that one man fhould have -only one

wife, it feems at leafk taken for granted,

fince there is mention made only of one

man and one woman as united together in

the nuptial bonds—and ftiled, thee and the

"wife of thy youth, againftwhom the hufband

is cautioned nc.t to deed tr'jacheroufy.

4 Be
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Be aflared, that I am as much agaiml

pinning my faith on the lleeves of com-

mentators, as you can be ; but yet I cannot

help thinking, that there are many among

them, who for learning, extenfive know-

ledge, found judgment, integrity and hu-

mility, are not at all inferior to thofe who

affedt to undervalue them. I am alfo per-

fuaded, that though the knowledge of the

original fcriptures be very ufeful, yet that

no point of real importance either to the

faith or pracftic^ of a Chriftian depends upon,

or requires a great ikill in criticifm. The

gofpel is preached to the poor, and the

Lord knew, tliat comparatively few of his

people would be deeply verfed in lan-

guages.

I further beg leave jufi: to obferve, that

though you. jJrofefs mofl ftrongly to decry

all human authority in general, becaufe the

current cf it is againfi: you, yet you are

happy to make the mofl of every fcrap and

fhred of it, when it is at all in your favor

:

I allow, that there is great danger in fetting

tQ9 high a value on any human authority

whatever

;
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x^hatever -, yet human authority where it

keeps its proper place of fubordination, is

not without much ufe even in the invefti-

gation of divine truth : therefore where

faithful ecclefiailical hiftorians, fathers,

and commentators, above all where the

noble army of martyrs, and the holy church

univerfal throughout the world, are and

have been agreed in any point of dodrine

from the firfb eftablifliment of Chriflianity

;

though I am far from faying their teflimony

is infallible, yet \ muft fay it is not to be

lightly regarded, efpecially ought no one

man without much fear, diffidence, and

caution to fet up his own judgment againfl

fo great a cloud of witnelTes. We gene-

rally find that error and high felf-confidence

T'-o hand in hand, whilft modefty and hu-

mility are the infeparable companions of

truth, ^he meek ivill he guide in judgment ;

the meek 'will he teach his way. Pfal. xxv. 9.

When Thuedas arofe, he hoajted himjelf

to k fomehody [A], but Paul filled himfelf

[A] Adi V. 36.

the
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tie chief ofjinners, and /rj} tha?i the leaji cf

all faints.

After all, you will have no occafion to

blame me for making too much ufeof hu-

man authority, a^ throughout this piece, \

do not recolledl that I have mad^ one quo-

tation, but what comes diredtly from the

fountain of truth, the word ofGcd,

But how have you fucceedcd when ynu

come to the New Tcllament ? All here is

negative proof indeed 3 for with nil your

partiality to Polygamy, I bear you wiincfs,

that you have not even made the attempt of

prefTing a fingle text into your fcrvice. All

you have done, all you could l\o, all vou

have endeavored to do, is to ihew that the

New Tcitament writings, allowing you

your own interpretation of them, rjiay be fo

explaineti, as not to forbid Polygamy ; but

not fo much as one text is offered to prove

even the permifiion of it. Your grand

argument is brought up again, again, again,

and again, that if God allowed Polygamy

under the Old Teftament, it cannot be

fmful
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iinfal under the New i and proceeding

upon this moll erroneous hypothecs, you

bend and flrain every fcripture which flands

in your way, till you have filenced them

from fpeaking what they really do fpeak,

and have made them fpeak jufl what you

would have them fpeak. But whilft fuch

bold liberties as thefe are taken with the

blelTed word of God, can we wonder that

the doctrine of tranfubflantiation, or any

other popifh abfurdities are fwallowed

down ? Nay, are we to be aftonifhed at the

folly and enthufiafm of one in this kingdom,

who fome years lince (you remember well

the fadl) declared he fhould never die, but

fhould be tranllated as were Enoch and Eli-

jah. Had any one reafoned with him on

his delufion, might he not have faid, ** I

*' fee that two of the Old Teflament faints

** were tranflated, therefore tranflation was

"' then agreeable to the mind of God, the

•' fcriptures of the New Teftament are in-
L

•^ tirely filent on this head ; they leave the

•* matter jiiil as they found it, therefore,

" why may not I expect tranflation as v/ell

'' as
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'* as Enoch and Elijah ?
'—Indeed I think

not only trr.nllation, but navigation, forti-

fication, or any otiicr iitiony might as rea-

dily be proved from the New Tellamcnt as

Polygamy \ befidcs, that to prove a dodrinc

from the New Teilamcnt, which you your-

fclf allow is not once mentioned in it, is

I apprehend rather an odd manner uf

proving.

Having now, I liu^»c, j;i lumc mcwunc

cleared the way before me, by removing

many fahe ideas and mifconception*;, b)

which )ou Arongly incline vour readers in

favor of your fyftem, and indeed in a man-

ner try to frighten them into a perfuafion

tliat the whole ChriiHan world has hitherto

been in darknefs, both in jirinciple and

practice, on the fiibjcift in quellioiu ainl

that every interpreter of God's word who
preceded you, has only been ringing poor

Whittington's bells in their ears, to prevent

their hearing dillindtly, what God fpeaks

to them in his own written word ; I fliall

now endeavor by the help of God, to con-

ildcr
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iider as briefly as polTible, the plain obvi-

ous meaning of feme texts of fcripture in

the New Teflament, by which you attertipt

to fupport your caufe, though I bcHeve you

will not deny but you have met with hard

work before you took your leave of them*

The firft text I mention is that, Maff.

V. 28. Ifay unto you i that whofoever looketh

on a woman to lufi after her, hath cofnmitted

adultery with her already in his hearts

Without the leaft proof as I can fee iii

your favor, you infifl upon it, that the word

woman here mufl mean a married woman*

But why fo ? Is there nothing improper in

a man, whether married or fmgle, lufling

after any fingle v/oman or widow ? None

at all upon your fyftem, if he means to

make them his wives. But certainly you

will not deny that the Greek v/ord ywn mu-

lt er, means any woman in general, married

or unmarried, as much as the word av»5/>, vir

means any man in general j and therefore

to confine it to a married woman is to

make



7he Blejfingi of Folygamyy or. 9

^

make a limitation to ferve a purpofe, where

God himfclf has made none [Bj.

'Still further does this penxrHon of fcrip-

ture appear, in your comment on that im-

portant text, ver. 32. of tlic fame chapter.

IJiiy unto yoity that ivhofoever JJajU put aivay

his ivifey except it befor fornication, andjhall

marry another , committeth adultery : ijnd

ivhojh marrieth her lihich is put a-^ay, doth

commit adulters.

What labor and pains have you bcflowed,

to convince your readers that the word ax/.jjj',

a?iother, means another man's wife, who

[B] My dear friend in his elucidation of this text,

in order to evade its force, obfcrvcs, that if by a wo-

man hne be meant any woman, then a man may com-
mit adultery by looking at his own wife. At firft 1

really felt mylclf hurt at the thought, that one for

whom 1 have fo high a regard, fhould defcend to fuch

low chicanery, but I prefently rccoilci^cd, tlnit he had

been Ired tj the tar, and ihercfoic pafTcd it by witli a

fraile.

But the manner in which he fpeaks oifl^irliual txpo-

fuors in the fame place, inllead of zJmiUj occalioned a

Jhake cf the htad.

has
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has been divorced from her hufband,

though the word is as general as conflant

ufage can make it, and means any other

woman, whether maid, widow, or wife.

But then this plain reading of the text, for

it requires no elucidation, would at once

overthrow the dodrine of Polygamy ; and

cut up by the roots your new definition of

adultery, by proving that a married man

may commit adultery with a fmgle woman.

You are rather aware indeed of the tauto-

logy which you put into our Saviour's

mouth, by your interpretation of this text,*

but Hill you try to get over it at all events.

Let us render it as you would have it* 1

fay unto yoUy that whofoever JJjall put away

bis wife, except it he for fornication, and

pal! marry another [that is fay you, the wife

of another man] committcth adultery, and

<ivhofo marrleth her which is put away, [who

mufl ftill be the wife of another man] com-

mitteth adultery. Such is the tautology, not

to fay nonfenfe, which you make to pro-

ceed out of the mouth of him who fpake as

never man fpake ; whereas, take the words

in thiir plain cafy fignification, and he that

runneth
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flinneth may read, and come to the true

fenfe of them. The paflage is mentioned

by three evangelifls, and twice by St. Mat-

thew; only in St. Mark it Aands double,

and the crime is recorded as reciprocal on

each fide. Whoforcer JJjall put aivay his

ivifCy and marry another^ committeth adultery

againjl her. And if a rcoman J}:all put a^u:ay

her hufhandy and be married to av.othery fie

tommitteth adultery. Now I would oblcrve,

tnat the word another in the latter verlc, is

the very fame in the orio:inal, when it relates

to the man, as the word another is in the

former verle, when it relates to the woman,

where you fay, it mufl: agree with the antece-

deiit fubftahtive yjfaixa,
"^'{Z^, only differing

in gender; fo that if we admit your con-

ftrudion in the one cafe, we ought to do it

in the other, and make the word «;.;.«

agree with its antecedent fubllantive a.-J^x

bupa?idy and then the whole palfage will

run thus. " Whofoever {liali put away
" his wife, and marry another mans ivifc

** colnmitteth adulterv aijainrther; and if

** a woman Ihall put away her hufband,

'* and marry another woman's hufband, flie

H " committeth
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** committeth adultery." The conclufioo

of which interpretation is this, that if any

man put away his wife (except for fornica-

tion) and marry another fingle woman or

v/idow, he commits no adultery ; and if a

woman put away her husband, and marry

another fingle man or a widower, {he com-

mits no adultery.—Aks ! what will not

evafion fly to 1

The liberty you take m changing the

word <x.KXriv for ocxxol^ixv mufl not pafs unno-

ticed. I have confulted all the three evan-*

gelifts where the paflage is recorded, and no-

fuch word is to be found : St. Matthew and

St. Mark both have aXAnv, and St. Luke

alone ufes the word i^z^av which is nearly

the fame as axxyw anothery any other woman ^

but the word o^kkoI^iod) which you have intro-

duced, means belonging to another y or when

joined to yuvaixa the wife of another man.

Now can we fuppofs, that if our Lord

wifhed to have his own meaning under-

llood in this moft important matter, he

would have ufed ah expreffion which was-

very liable to be miflaken, and have left it

to
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to you or me to make an amendment in his

language, by leaving out one word, and lub-

flituting another ? but inllead of Ipeaking

ambiguoully, he has vouchfafcd to give us

one of the plainell expreflions imaglnabk*,

and which in its eafy htcral fenfe is capable

of no other conflruction than that whicii

our trandators have given us. Nor docs

your facetious getitIeT?:ans ftory of the glafs

and leatfx^rn bottles ^ at all make in your fa-

vor, but quite point blank i:g:iin!l you;

though I allow that a joke may fomctimcs

tickle the fancy of the tired reader, and

caufe him to millake witticifm for argu-

ment. And here I may obfcrvc, that when

Von were entertaining us witii the flory of

Harlequin getting into aquart bottle, (vol. II.

p. 392-) you might have added, that he al fo

jumped down his own rhror.t, which was

not only advertijcd at the lame time wirh

the quart bottle bufincfs about thirty years

a^o, but I mvfclf law it attempted at one

of the theatres; though I niuit own with

not much better fnccefs than a friend of

mine attempts to prove, that a^y lioman

11 z lishatrjcTy
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ivhate'uery tneam another mans divorced

My friend would illuftrate this by that

text, I Cor. X. 19. iJ'ro aXM<; a-wn^rio-icj^

which is tranllated another mans co?ifcience -,

but the words are jflri€tly another confcience^

and the addition of mans is inferted by way

oi expletive, and becaufe another conference

and another man's confcience are fynoni-

mous terms, feeing no man can have more

than one confcience.—But this is no argu-

ment at all, why another woman mufl mean

another mans divorced ivife, unlefs you caa

prove that every woman living flands in that

predicament.

But to' return. You will fay, that our

Lord in this palTage is not fpeaking of Po-

lygamy, but only of divorce. True, the

queftion put by the Pharifees, proves that

he is fpeaking of divorce ; but in fo doing,

he is naturally led to fhew what that crime

is, for which divorce is lawful, and this is

adultery ; which if there be any meaning

in
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:n words, he tclh us may be committed

when any married man takes to himlcU any

other woman befidcs his own wife, be that

other woman as before oblcrved, a virgin,

a widow, or a wife. And if we confult

the context, we ihall perceive that in the

rcafoning which our Lord makes ufc of, in

order to fatisfy the inquiry of the Pharifees

concerning divorce, he refers them to the

original inftitution of marriage. Ila'-je ye

not read (faith he) that he ivhicb made them

at the beginnings made them male andfemale,

andfaidy fir this caufe p^all a man leavefa-

the?' and mother y andJl.all cleave to his ''o.ije,

and they fwain Jhall be one fiepi ? Wherefore

they are no more tiuain but one flejh. What

therefore God hath joined together, let no man

flit afunder. As if he had faid, ** Know
• ye not that wlicn God created Adam and

** Eve, he made the one male and the other

" female, and ordained that they ihould

*' he faithful to each other, and keep tlic

**' marriaire bed inviolable : from thence-
o

*• forth therefore, the hufhand and the

'* wife are no longer to be ellecmcd as fe-

*' paratc pcrfons, but though twain or two

II 3
" m
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in number, are one fiefh in the fight of

God j upon which account, a man mull

leave his father and his m.other, and mufl

cleave unto his wife, not only in body,

but in heart and affedion. Therefore

ye Pharifees do greatly err, when you

fappofe that it is lawful for a man to

put av/ay his wife for every or for any

caufe ', for though for the hardnefs of

your hearts this pradlice was fuffered by

the law of Mofes, yet from the begin-

ning, when God iirll: inftituted the bond

of marriage, it was otherwife, for he

then made only one man for one woman,

and one woman for one man, wherefore

I now tell you, that whofoever putteth

away one wife, and marrieth another

w^oman in her ftead, committeth adul-

tery, and whofo marrieth her that is put

away committeth adultery/'

Certainly, no one can fay, that this is

any forced comment upon our Lord's

words on this very important pafTage, but

a plain eaf^,' paraphrafe upon the text, which

;o ftir from, countenancing, diredlly mili-

tates
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ts-tes againfl Polygamy, and adtually con-.-

demns it as adultcn'.

After much pains indeed, to ftate a dif-

tindtion between the hufband and wife being

legally two, and numerically two, you fcem

to wonder at what vou call the legerdemain

cf thofe, who fuppofc that tlie hufband and

wife mean only two pcrfons, or fao anJ no

more. But furcly, the art of legerdemain is

much more to be admired in him, who can

change «» o\o they two, into they three or

they four, jull us he plcafes, ^wA who by

the fame art can reduce Solomon and his fc-

\t\\ hundred wives into •• J.o tbcy tiuain.

The apulVic Paul alludes to that original

text. Gen. ii. 24. in his ICpillle to the

h.pbefuutSy ch. v. -; i . wliere he is treat-

ing of the love and union which ought to

fubfift between the hufband and the wife.

t'or this caifje Jl:all a man Icaie hisfather and

his mother, and J1:all bejoined to his irife, and

they two Jhall be one flejh. And then he

adds, Ibis is a great m\ftery^ hut I /peak

(ouccrrjng Cbrijl and the chureh.—No-

tliino"
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thing can be clearer, nothing more reftne-i

tive of one man to one woman, and onq

woman to one man, than thefe words of

the apoflle.—But my friend would draw* a

conclufion in his favor from this text, by

obferving, that the church or fpoufe of

Chrifl, being made up of many rnernbers,

and haying only one hufband, therefore the

Jinalogy between Chrift and his church is

much better fupport6d by thePolygamiflthan

by the Monogamiil:.—But he fliould recoi-

led, that though the believers wh^ich con-

lT:itute the fpoufe of Chriil, are indeed

:!na?iy when confidered individually , yet

wlien conlidered colleBively, in which light

the fcripture always does conlider them,

they are ftill only one body -, unlefs

therefore, my friend can prove, (v/hat the

amorous PoIygami,ft would not wifh hirn to

prove) that a man may have three or four

wives, and thefe wives have but;- on^ bodjn

among them, the argument on which he

hangs his conc|ufion, is no better than ^

rotten rope, which being pulled too tight,

fuaps in the middle, and down drops Poly^.

gamy.
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I intended In this place to have intro-

duced a comment or paraphraic upon the

whole feventh chapter of St. Paul's hrfl

Epiflle to the Corinthians, but confidering

how much I had already faid on that chap-

ter a few pages back, let me only intreat

the reader ** to lay down my book and take

** up a better," and let him turn to that

chapter as it came in perfc(5l purity out of

God's own hands, unmixed by paraphrafcs,

or unadulterated with human comments;

and when lie has rc.d the whole of it

throughout, let him ceafe to wonder if he

can, that there ever cxiftcd a man of fcnlc,

learning, and piety, who could believe th.it

chapter, and yet maintain Polygamy.

Suffer mc however, juft to afk a few

queftions on thofc words, Defraud yc Jiat

one the ether except it be 'with corfent for a

time,

I. Can more than two perfons poflibly

be included in thofe wordb, *' one the

<* OtbcKT

2dly,
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2dly, Is not the confent of the wife as

much included as, the confent of the huf-

band, in the apoftk's injundlion ?

3dly, Does not a hufband more efFedlu-

ally defraud a wife of the rights of the mar-

riage bed, by taking another woman, than by

continence ? In the former cafe he defrauds

}ier fofitively -, in the latter only negatively,

4thly, Was there ever an affedtionate wife

in the world that would give her free con-

fent to be fo defrauded ?

Now remember my requefl, and read the

chapter throughout with reverence and at-

tention.

There is yet one text of fcripture, v^hicli

as you feem to lay rnuch ftrefs upon, I

ihall beg particularly to confider. The

words are found, 2^V. i. 6. If any (i. e. if

any elder) be the hujhand of one wfe. From

hence you conclude, that as by the apoftle's

dire(flion the elders were to be chofen out

of thofe who were hufDands of one wife,

therefore there muft certainly be among

tllQ
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the Chrifluin laity many who had more

wives than one. But ue may juA as well

infer, that becaulc the elder women were t<?

be leledlcd out oi thofc who had each of

them been the wife of one man, (i Tim.

V. 9.) therefore thsre were many other

Chriftian women who had more hufbands

than one. The words dire<ftly anfwer to

pne another in both place?. The hujlumd of

one ii^ift\ or of one ivoman ; and the wife of

one hufband, or of one many and the pur-

pofes for which they were cho fen, were in

many cafes the fame [C] ; fo that as you

interpret the one text with regard to the

woman, who was to be chofen as a dea-

conefs from among the widows, that Hjc

mull be one who had only been once mar-

ried ; fo you mull alfo interpret the other

text which relates to the man, (whctlicr

pricfl or deacon) that he mull be chofcn

out of fuch as had only been once married.

—But you fay that text, i TV///, v. 9,

which relates to the widow, is in the pall

tcnfe, having 61 en the v/ife of one man,

[Cl More particularly where the man was cliolcn to

the office of a deacon. See i T.'rn. iii. 12.

whereas
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whereas the text Tit. i. 6. is in the pre-

fent tenfe, if a?iy be the hujband of ojie wife,

I anfwer, that if this had not been the cafe,

the woman would not have been a widow,

but a wife, whereas the choice was to be

made, of fuch an one as had been, not of

fuch as then was, the wife of one man, be-

caufe a married woman being in fubje6tion

to the law of her hujhand, and at his dif-

pofal, could not fo properly attend to the

affairs of the church, v/here fhe was to be

employed in performing different offices of

relief and kindnefs to the fick and diftreffed

members of it, as a widow could : whereas

the obje(5lion did not lie fo flrongly on the

man's fide, whofe province it is not to take

upon him the care of houfhold matters

:

But ilill the difference of tenle, makes no

difference of i&n^c, in the point before us,

and therefore, what the paffage means in

the one place it means in the other, viz.

that both the man and the woman fliould

only have been once married, that they

might attend to the affairs of the church

with lefs difi:xa(5tion, by not being burdened

mthfa^nily encumbrai)jCes..^~^And here, I

mull
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muA further oblen'e, that in paraphraling

on thele texts, you have made fome con-

cefTions which arc not very friendly to the

dodlrine you cfpoufe, I mean that of Polv-*

gamy , (fur it evidently appears by the chain

and connection of both your volumes, that

tliis is the great Diana which you would fet

up, and for the fake of which the whole was

written) for you grant that the maji to be

chofen to be a bilhop or prclbyter, oui^ht

not to have two wives at a time. But why
not ? can that be wrong under the gofpel,

v.hich was right under the law ? Is Paul

come to contradict iMofes ? Llkanah tire

prielt, notwithftandinghc had all the duties

of hib cilice to attend to, had two wives at

a time, and why may not any Chrillian prieft

or prefl^yter have the fame ? Thus ou^hp

yoa to reafon, if yuu would be confiftenc

with yourfelf, clfe you immediately dellhiy

the building which you have all along been

attempting to fct up, ** That whatfoevcT

'* God allowed under the Old Teftamcnt

" difpenfation, he cannot difallow under
** the New." Your argument therefore,

once more proves too much, and lays you

under
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under the neceflity either of allowing Poly-

gamy on the woman's fide, or of difallow-

ing it on the man's : or otherwife, yoii are

conllrained to grant, that God for wife rea-

fons has thought fit to forbid a plurality of

wives to his miniflers under the gofpel,

though he permitted it under the law. If

you ftill urge that this prohibition was

more efpecially confined to the diftreffed or

infant ftate of the church, I will not difpute

the point with you; but this is a further

argument in my favor, and verifies my af-

fertion, ** That God as fovereign of his

** creatures, has full right to difallow and

*' forbid at one period, what he allows and

** even commands at another, according as

** he fees fit that times and circumftances

** fhould alter ; and that ftill God changeth

** not, neither in his own nature, nor in

** "his will, fmce the one great end he has

** in view is his own glory, and the good

<* of his church and people."

Having endeavored to reftore feveral

texts of fcripture to their original meaning,

which appeared to me to be manifeftly dif-

torted
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torted by your explanation of them in favor

of Polygamy, I proceed to make a few fliort

obfervations on what you have laid more

particularly reLuivc to marriage.

Most julUy you condemn the church of

Rome for her unfcriptural injunctions o;

celibacy, as well as forae of the primitive

fatliers, for their unauthorized declamation^^

againfl: fecond marriages : but it is eafy ti>

conceive, that thefe errors might be adopted,

by extending thofe pallages of fcripture to

ufter-pciiods of the church, whicli were

only defigned lor the primitive aiid dilirel-

fcd ages of it, whicl; will therefore admit of

fomc excufe, tiiuuL;h not for the church of

Rome, yet for the earlicA fathers who lived

in thofe ages, for what Uiey lu.vc advanced

in thofe points ; and certainly our Lord and

his apoiUes, more efpecially St. Paul in the

feventh chapter of the £rll EpiiUe to th':

Curifithians, do under particular circum-

flances, and where the cafe oi the parties

will admit of if, give the prelerencc to a

fmgle lite, and encourage widows and wi-

dowers not to embark a^ain in the married

flate.
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ilate, without they find themfelves under

tlie neceffity of fo doing.—Some humble

apology therefore may be made, though

not for Rome herfelf, yet for the primi-

tive fathers who have written fuch extrava-

gant encomiums of virginity, by refledling^

that they lived in thofe very times for

which all thofe texts which fpeak in favor

of it were intended; but although in after-

ages fuperjiition fo far kept the throne, that

jQie attributed I know nbt what merit to an

unnatural celibacy, and even ordained fan-

guinary laws for the punifliment of priefls

who fliould marry, in dired defiance of

God's great command, increafe and multi-

ply ; ftill this proves nothing but that fit-

perflition is, and always will be fuperfli-

tion, but it adds not the weight of a grain

to your arguments in favor of Polygamy

:

on the contrary, I fhould not wonder, if it

were to be urged againfi: you, perhaps many

years hence, *' That amidft the various cor-

** ruptions and fuperflitions which front

*' time to time infefted the Chriftian church,

" relative to divorce, marriage, celibacy,

*' &c.
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*' &:c. at lali in the eighteenth century,

** flourilhed one A/jr//;; Mr.Jar., a perfon of

" great learning, judgment, and piety, who
** being determined to run as far as he could

*• from the Romiih church in theic points,

** leaped into the other extreme, and a^u-
** ally wrote two volumes in defence of Po-
** lygamy." But I hope the ccclcfiallical

writer will immediately add, that ** being

** convinced of liii error, he recanted it

'* with true Chridian cmJor ml ccntrilicjn

** of heart."

VVliilll I am on this fubjcvfl, I cannot

help obfervin^ how repeatedly you have

brought up that ilatute o*l Henry \'J]I.

which enadcd, that no prieft lliould marry

on pain of dc.uli. And what is the ccnclu-

fion you wilh to draw from it ? V\''hy, that

from the unllriptural abfurdity of that Aa-

tute, a diretfl contrary one ourht to be

enaded, and that bccaufe no priell might

then be permitted to marr)' g?ic wife, now
any layman at Icaft, ihould have the liberty

of marrying two or mere; wljich is juR: as

I good
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good reafoning, as if I were to fay, that if

that parliament had been abfurd enough to

pafs a law that every prieft fliould have hi&

nofe cut off, therefore another ad: ought

now to pafs, for any layman to have two

or more nofes [D]. Or becaufe the French

capuchin friar you mention told you, it was

contrary to the rules of his order ever to

wear a pair of fhoes at all ; therefore it was

now proper and expedient for a man to wear

two or three pair at once.

But leaving the fooleries and extravagan-

cies of popery to thofe v/ho choofe to be

[D] So far is the credulity of popery from fuppofing

that a prieft may not well enough cxift without a nofe,

that it can even believe a prieft may live without a head

^

—Whoever has vifited the convent of St. Dennis near

Paris, has feen the image of that Saint in filver with

his head in his own hands ; and has been told with a

very grave face, by the ecclefiaftic who fliews the trea-

fures of the church, that St. Dennis (from whom the

convent takes its name) having fuffered decapitation

for the fake of religion, afterwards took up his head in

his hands, and carried it from Paris to the place where

the raonaftery now ftands, which if I remember right,

is a uiilaiice of about iix miles.

amufed



The BI:JJi?:gs of Pchgamy, Cfc. 1
1

9

smufed with them, I pafs on to a circum-

fiance which you mention, vol. I. 212, ;.';A-,

concerning fome of our principal reformer?,

at the head of whom you have defervedly

placed that great champion of the Protef-

tant faith, Martin Luther. I mean, *' their

*' unajiimous agreement at WittemhcrZy that

" it was not contrary to the divine law,

** for a man to have two wives at once.
"

On which authority you inform us, that

Philipy Landgra've of Hcffcy a«flually marri«J

Tifcond ijoifc^ hh fij} being alive.

The cafe of the Landgrave of Jlffc was

a very particular one, and is taken from aa

authority which you do not much choofe to

avow. If I judge right you have gathered

it {xoiwFolygiimia Triumphatnx^ p. ^^4. A
performance which I perceive has been of

fignal ufe to you. The fa»5t was, that the

wife of the Landgrave found herfelf for cf-

pccial reafons incapable of cohabitiiif^ with

her own hulband, and he fouiid himfcif

under a fcriptural necefilty of avoiding celi-

bacy. To defcend to the minuiice cf this

I 2 matter.
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matter, would lead me into a dilTertatioa

which I am fure the delicate reader would

wiih me to avoid : fufHce it fay in general,

that they could not live together as man and

wife. The cafe was referred to the confi-

deration of the protcftant divines, among

whom were Luther, Melanchton, and Bucer,.

who after great deliberation and caution and

not without much difBdence, delivered their,

opinion,, that under fuch circumftances, the

Landgrave might be permitted to take ano-

ther wife.

But though I have examined various parts

of that laborious treatife [PoL Tri.) I cannot

any where difcover the quotation you have

brought and marked with inverted commas,,

as put by way of a queftion, to the aforefaid

divines at Wittemberg, ** Whether for a

*' maa to have two wives at once was con-

" trary to the divine law ?" Nor do I fee

any thing of their tmanimous anfwer, ** That

" it was not j" therefore I hope if you pub-

liOi another edition of Ikelyphthora, you

will tell US' from what fource you have de->

rived
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rived your authority for this propofitioa

to the diviiies, and tlieir unammous reply

to it.

But furely Luther inftead oF being that

firpi inflexible and iteady charadter he was

ever efteemed to be, mull have been the

moflpufillanimous, wavering, and inconfill:-

tnt of all mortsls, if he had delivered the

opi'iion you charge him with, if the cir-

cumflances of the cafe had not been very

particular : for looking over y?/"/ iiU-'uiiUii

hiflory of the Reformation in Germany, in

order to fee if anv thinjx was mentioned

there concerning the cafe you allude to of

Fl il'py Landgrave of Hclfct though I met

with nothin;» at all on that head through-

out the whole book, yet I found the follow-

ing remarkable palT.iges from a work of Lu-

ther's (which had the full approbation of

IVIelanchton, Bucer, and the other protef-

tant divines) relative to the Anabaptifs of

that time which will clearly lliew what was

rlic opinion of thole great reformers on the

matter of Polygamy.

\ I
' The
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" The evil Spirit who endeavoro to de-

** ftroy the Chriilian religion, does not

*' ufually make choice of Polygamy for the

*' compafling his defigns, he knows the in-

** famy and wickednefs of fuch a pradicc

^^ is fo notorious that all men abhor it."

Again. ** To marry as many wives as

** his lewdnefs has a mind to, can be the

*' contrivance of none but fome raw un-

*^ prad:iced devil."

Now from thefe extrads which I have

tranfcribed z-erhatim, can any man in the

v/orld fuppofe, that Luther^ Melanchton^

and Bucer^ at the very fame period that they

were condemning Polygamy in fuch fevere

terms among the Anabaptijls, were abet-

ting and encouraging it in the Landgrave

of Hefje f The thought is fo abfurd and ex-

travagant, that it cannot be harbored for a

moment : I would therefore humbly pro-

pofe an amendment in your words, ** this

'* proves what they thought" [viz. what

Luther, Bucer, and Melanchton thought on

the
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the matter of Polygamy] ** but by no means

that they thought right y" and would inlcrt

in their ftead, *' This proveb what I would

have them tliink, but by no means what

they did think."

The above-named learned, pious, and

faithful hiHiorian John SlciJati giving an

account of that peftilent fed called Ana-

baptirts, (which was totally different from

thofe we now call Baptillb) tells u?, th.U

'* they introduced Polygamy /' that John

oi Leyden their chief leader or king, com-

manded his twelve teachers to declare,

*' that a man was not obliged to confine

" himfelf to one wife, but might marry al

*' many as he pleafed ;" that thereupon

** they harangued upon matrimony from

'* their pulpits for three days together ;

*' foon after which, he (Join of Leyden)

** married no lefs than three wives."—That

*' mod of their party had no lefs than five

*' wives a man. That this impiofis wretch

** who was their principal prophet, made one

** of
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*^ of his wives kneel down and beheaded her

*' with his own hands in the market place.'*

How am I grieved to find my worthy

friend in fuch company ! but indeed I can

fee no difference between his do(5trine and

theirs in the point of Polygamy, only that

thefe people did not go fuch lengths as to

take their wives before they were married

to them by an external ceremony, whereas

he explodes every thing of this fort as fu-

perRitious prieftcraft.

We differ very little if at all, in our fen-

timents on the marriage a6l. I have long

confidered it not only as mofl inimical to

the interefts of the nation, but as ftanding

in dire(fl oppofition to thofe great com-

mands of God himfelf. Befruitful and mid'

tiply. T^hofe nvhom Gpd hafh joified together

^

let no man put afunder.

Whether or no the mere intercourfe of a

man with a virgin conftitute a marriage in

the fight of God, I will not difpute with

you.

1
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you. Certainly, the man in fuch cale,

ou2:ht by the law of God, to make her liis

wife, as I have elfcwhere obferved : yet, I

think it both a dangerous and an unfcrip-

tural pofition to fay, that Hie really is his

wife, independent of any law or ceremony

whatever: which law or ceremony, how-

ever it may vary, according to times, cir-

cumftances, and the cuftom of different na-

tions, is that folcmn acft of recognition which

binds the parties together, making them

one in a legal or political fcnfe, and dillin-

guifhing their intercourfc from that cf brute

bcalb.

When God created our fird parents in

Paradife, he did not leave the man to take

the woman to be his wiic; but it is fiid,

*' God brought the ivonuin to the man.'' It

is true, this ad, form, or ceremony, call

it which you will, was immediately between

God and the parties, but flill as our firft

parents alone were then created, it was the

only one that cculd exii't, and therefore your

remark, that there was no pricjl on the oc-

cafion
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cafion was totally needlefs. To this form

or ceremony hov/ever, moll: civilized and in-

deed even uncivilized nations feem to have

had refped: in their marriages from that

time ; and particularly our own church, by

appointing a perfon who is ufually called

thefather, (whether he be really fo or not)

to give the woman to the man, and I ap-

prehend it is in alluiion to this original form

and infiitution, that the author of the two

fermons fo much quoted (and fo much dif-

approved) by you, fays, that the prieft or

minifier now acis in God's fiead, by receiv-

ing the woman from the father's hand, and

delivering her to her intended hufband :

And I remember to have once feen a Jew's

wedding at Amflerdam, where beiides feveral

other ceremonies, fomething of the fame

form was obferved.

Here I muft beg leave to fl:ate another

cafe for your folution.

Suppofe a woman to have been feduced

by any man, whether married or lingle; or

fuppofe
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fuppofe flie freely confents to give herlcif

up for a time to any man ; let us go further

flill, and fuppofe Ihe were even a common
proftitute : afterwards (he is truly forry and

penitent for what (lie has done. Now
ought fuch a woman to marry, (though I

can hardly yet tell what you mean by the

word) or muft flie for ever live unmarried ?

—If you fay ilie may lawfully marr}-, then

what becomes oiycur oivn definition of mar-

riage, feeing by that definition Ihe wjs in

the fight oi Cod, tlie true wife of the hrll

man who was connedcd with her, and con-

fcquently if flie have commerce with any

other fhe is an adulterefs,,and the man with

whom (lie has that commerce is an adulterer.

If you fay fiis may not marry any other

man than him who was firll connedted with

her, then in all probability you condemn

the poor creature to dll the temptations of

a fingle life. So that in the one cafe lewd-

nefs and adultery, in the other celibacy and

depopulation mufV be the eifed: of your

fyflem.

But
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But I avoid any farther difputation on

this point, efpecially as you perfedly agree * I

with me on the propriety and expediency of

fbme outward recognition of marriage before

the world, for the purposes of civil fociety;

and as I heartily acquiefce with yO'U, that

whether this be done by an ecclefiaftic, or
'

bv a juftice of the peace, as it was in the

laft century, is of no effential impor-

tance.

Before I difmifs this fubje(ft, I cannot

help taking notice, that under your chapter

of marriage, you bring your favorite text to

fhew that nothing can be added to or di-

minifhed from a marriage in the light of

God, when there has been an ad: of union

in the parties ; which text however rather

contradicts than confirms your aiTertion.

The words arc thefe : Jfa man entice a maid

that is not betrothed^ and lie with her, he

jldallfurely endow her to be his wife. If her

father utterly refufe to give her unto him, he

Jhall pay money according to the dowry of vir-
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gins [E]. But if fhe were really his wife

before in the fight of God, by the adt which

had palfed between them, it was not in the

father's power to fet up h,is own againft the

divine authority. So that either fhe was

not his wife, or elfe the inftitution of God

gave place to the will of the father.—This

feems a clear proof that fomething elfe be-

fides the mere knowledge of, a woman's

perfon was necelfary to conftitute a marriage-

under the Jewifh law 3 not to mention that

the words he JJ:all endow her to be his wije^

plainly intimate that ilie was iiot his wife

till fich endowment, notwithftanding the

intercourfe he had had with her.

Thje like may be faid in the cafe of the

woman of Samaria, who had had. five huf-

bands, and when our Lord held his con-

ference with her, was living with one who
was not her hujband. But why not her

hufband, if the five firfl were dead, and the

prefent one had taken pofTefiion of her per-

[EJ ExoA^ xxii. 16, IT,

iosxt
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fon ? Upon your plan, nothing elfe was

necelTary to make them man and wife : You
therefore very unfairly, tecaufe without the

leafl authority, fuppofe that one of the five

firfh was then living.

Since I wrote the above, I have looked a

fecond time into the Monthly Review for

Odober 1780, and mufl acknowledge that

what the Reviewers have faid concerning

our Lord's conference with the woman of

Samaria, is fo much more to the purpofe,

and fo much better exprefTed than in my
own words, that I beg to refer the reader

to their remarks.

In the Review for the next month, is

alfo a very fatisfadory folution of the text,

Deut. xxi. 15. If a man have two wives,

one beloved^ and another hated^ and they have

born him children^ both the beloved and the

hated 'y and if the firjl born fon be hers that

was hated: Then itJJjallbe, when he maketh

his fons to inherit that which he hath, that

he
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be may not 77iakc the fin of the beloved firfl^

born befire the fin nfi the hated, ivlich is tn^

deed the firft- born : but he Jhall acknoii'lcdo^e

the fon of the hated for the fr/i-born, by

giving him a double portion of all that he

hath^ cifr.

As our prefent tranilation of this pafTa^c

coincides with Mr. xMadan's opiniou, he iw

happy to admit it; had it been otherwile,

he would have fiiehered himfelf under the

wing of his favorite commentator Montanm,
wlio renders the words, cumfujrint 'viro duce

uxores. If tlycre fiall have been to a man
tTO wives ; or //' a wan SHALL HAVE
HAD tivo '-Lv'ives ; by which veriion there

is no proof at all tliat he had the two wives

both at once. Nay, thefc words, her's

that was hated (not that is hated) bcino-

in the pail tenfe imply the contrary. But
admitting that he had, ftill the text carries

not with it the lealt glimple of an appro-

bation of Polygamy on God's part, but is

merely dire(5tGry of what {hall be done with

the children by each wife. It is faid,

Exod.
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Exod, xxii. 2, 3. I/' a man Jhallfieal an ox

or a jheep and kill it or fell it, he fiall re-

Jlorefiroe oxen for an oXy andfour foeep for a

f:eep. But we have juft the fame reafon to

fay, that God approves of fieep-Jlealingy as

thathe approves ofPolygamy, becaufe in both

cafes he gives diredions v^^hat fhall be done:

in the one cafe, the thief was to make reflitu-

tion ; in the other, the Bigamifi: was not

to add one evil to another, by diiinheriting

the eldeft fon of the hated v/ife, and giving

his fubflance to the fon of the favorite

wife.

I cannot take my leave of what the Re-

viewers have faid on Thelyphfhoraf with-

out remarking, that I think thofe gentle-

men have born rather too hard on Mr. Ma-

dan, in fuppofmg that he was guilty of any

want of reverence either intended or not

intended, towards Chrifl or towards the fa-

credfcripturesy becaufe he fays, "that if it

" could be proved that in any one inftance,

** Chrift added to or diminifhed from the

*' law of God, by ordaining any thing con-

trary



^be BleJ/ings of Polygamy, ^c. i-^?

trary to or incondftent with it, it would be

making him a greater impoftor than Ma-
homet." I doubt not, but Mr. Madan

io far from thinking that that luch an

cxprefTion might excite ** emo'iom of

indignation or dijgujl," meant by this for-

cible language againft the idea of fcttiiig

Chrirt and the divine law at variance to iTiew

his own high veneration for both.—And
indeed when we confidcr that the apoflle

John tellifying his zeal againft infidclitv,

fays, be that beliei'cth not GoJ lath nude

h'tm a liar
J I think Mr. Madan 's mode of

fpcech is very juAifiable on fcripturc autho-

rity. I'pon which account 1 iliould liope

that the Reviewers, if they think there is

any argument in what I advance, would

candidly retract what they have faid cf my
miftaken, but liill worthv friend, fa^ainfl

whom they certainly have fufficient advan-

tage in other points) for having uttered,

what at the firll perufal they judged to be

jhocking and indecent y and tending to wound
the ccir of the modcft and humble Chr-JIian,

But if they lliould llill retain their opinion,

K I hope
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I hope they will pardon me for the liberty

I have taken in endeavoring to vindicate

one for whom I profefs a fincere regard, fo

far as I believe his intention to have been

good, and his words capable of a favorable

conflrudion.

Still another obfervation occurs to me
on the text, Exod. xxii. i6, 17. which

being nearly the fame with that, Deut. xxii.

2S, 29. I Ihall juft mention what I have

to fay on them both together in this place,

though perhaps I {hould have been rather

more methodical in doing it in another.

I have before remarked, that thefe texts ra-

ther contain a part of the judicial law, in

the midft of which they ftand recorded,

than of the moral ; and fhew that the com-

mand of God which enjoined, that //' a

tnan had enticed a maid and humbled her, he

JJjouU make her his wife, and not put her

away all his days, was rather intended as a

punifhment to be inflidted on the offender

for his bafenefs and lewdnefs, than as a

fani^ion given by God to Polygamy.—But

whether

3
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whether this law was ever enforced when

the man was a married man, remains yet to

be proved. You have indeed taken much

pains to demor^l:rate that a man here mull

mean ar,y many married or not married, be-

caufe your lyftem cannot lland without it :

But if I allow this, how can vou dilallow

that a ivcrnan means any ivoman, married or

not married ? and yet you abfolutely refufe

to grant this, in your interpretation of that

text, Wkofotrcer looketh on a woman to luji

after hcr^ hath committed adultery iiifh her

already in his heart ; as alfo where it is faid,

Whofoever Jhall put aiL-ay his zcije and marry

another committeth adultery. In both thefe

inftanccs ycu infill: that a ivoman mufl mean

a married woman only, becaufc otherwife

Polygamy cannot (land.

The more I confider the primitive infli-

tution of marriage, the more 1 am con •

vinced that Polygamy is not Icfs contrary

to the law ef nature, than to the law of

God; for

K 2 r. One
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I. One woman only was created anti

given for the ufe and comfort of one man-,

whilfl that man and woman were in a ftate

of innocence in Paradife > and it is the bu-

fmefs of Chriftianity to call us back as much

as poflible to that ftate.

II. When God peopled the world a fe-

cond time, after the flood, it was without

Polygamy, four men and four women only,

who were wives to Noah and his three fons,

were commanded to go into the ark [FJ ;•

and from them was the whole earth

peopled,

III. Without entering info a minute dif-

cuffion of your calculations concerning the

exa(ft number of males and females which

are born in different nations, I believe it is-

a matter generally agreed on, that the males

throughout the world are nearly one fifth

more than the females [G] j fo that if Po-

[FJ Gen. vii, 13.

[G] Siijpnileh Provoft of St. Peter's at Berlin, made

a calculation fome years ago, by which it appeared^

that throughout the King of Pruflla's dominions, there

were about H05 males to 100 females.

lygamy
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lygamywere univerfally praiftifed, numbers

of women mull: of necelfity go without huf-

bands, and thereby God's great defign of

forming the fexes for each other, mull be

fruftrated.

IV. If 770 man am fer'-je t-io majlers, be-

caufe he ivill love the onf and hate the other,

or clfe he ivi/l hold to the one and d>'ffife the

other ; how much lefs can one man love,

cherifh, and comfort alike two wives ? This

feems fo abfolutelv impolTiblc, that I fee

not how any thing like God's original ap-

pointment of marriage and the mutual hap-

pinefs of man and wife, can be maintained

upon the principles of Polygamy
i
nay, io

ixx from it, that it appears to me, that the

only happy marriages, or rather the leall

unhappy ones, mud: be thofe where there is

the moll indifference between the parties :

for where there is true love and affe<ftion,

jealoufy, if it finds ground to refb on, will

be hard at work, and that being the moft

tormenting of all palTions, whatever is the

caufe of exciting it, had better be abfent

K. 3 than
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than prefcnt, confequently the woman's ha-

tred of her hufband would make her lefs

miferable than her love for him.—For any

one to aifert that a woman may have a true

love and afFedtion for her hufband, and yet

feel no jealoufy at feeing him attached and

given up to another, is at once to prove him-

felf totally deflitute of all fenfibility, and

ignorant of all the v/orkings of human na-

ture.—If therefore no man can (as before

obferved) ferve t%vo majlers, there is ftill a

greater impoffibility that one man fhould,

in the fcriptural fenfe of the expreffion,

cleave to more than one wife at a time,

viz. in heart, fpirit, and affection, as

well as by a bodily union. Of this you

arc fenfible, and therefore you would con-

fine this cleaving to the wife merely to the

latter, which certainly does not carry with

it that purity of fentirnent which the fcrip-

ture language means to convey, and which

is well illuftrated by cleaving unto the Lord:

i. e. having communion and fellowfhip with

Jaim J in which fenfe only the union be-

tweer*
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tvvcen the hufband and wife is compared

with that which fubfifts between Chrill and

his church.

In all thefc inflances the law of God,

and the law of nature are fo blended toge-

ther, that they cannot be feparated.

I cannot come to a conclufion without

making fomc few obfcrvations on the adver-

tifement which immediately follows the

title of your book. I mean not however

to call in queflion what you fay of the im-

portance or of the intercjlwg tendency of

your Treatise, nor whether you have in-

deed fo mixed ** the utile dulci as to have

avoided tliat tircjomc drynefs which ufually

attends treatife-writing, and to have intro-

duced much "cariety of entertdining mattery

This affeds not the grand queflion at all :

therefore you are to think of your The-
LYPHTHORA on thefc points, juft as you

pleafe, and your readers will think of them

as they pleafe. What I objed againll in

that
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that advertlfement, is a very pofitive al!er-«

tion, which feems hung out in the fron^

tifpiece, in order to ftrike the reader with

horror, and to prejudice him in your favor,

that " in the eye of our municipal laws,

** women are of lefs confequence than the

•* beafts of the field 3 for it is lejs penal to

*' feduce, defile, and abandon to proftitu-

** tion and ruin a thoufand wornen mar-
" ried or unmarried, than to ileal, kill, or

* even malicioufly to maim or wound an ox
** or a fheep." In proof of this you refer

to 22 and 23 Car, II. ch. 7, 6cc.—9 Geo. I.

ch. 22.—I had like to have faid, that there

is a mcfi: palpable y^^/'^ in this affertion,

but I will recall the word, and inftead of

falftty we will read fallacy, It is true, the

above ftatutes make it felony to fteal, kill,

or malicioufly wound an ox or a fheep, bu^

what proof is this, that *' women are of

** lefs confequence than the beafts of the

** field?" or indeed where is the analogy

between our laws relative to the one and to

the other, tjnlefs you can demonftrate

ixox^, the ads which you have .quoted, that
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it Is lefs criminal \.o fteaU kill^ or niaJicioufly

njuound z wife or virgin, than xo Jlealy kill,

or malicioujly wound an ox or a (hftp ? Suffer

me therefore to inform you, that the per-

fons of all women are lb amply protefled

by our municipal laws, and their charity

is held fo facred, that not only the viola-

tion of it againft their will is death to the

offender without benefit of clergy, but even

an attempt to commit a rape, is punilliable

by one of the mofl ignominious fcntenccs

that can be inflided, viz. (landing on the

pillory, and this prote<ftion is not only ex-

tended to a wife or a virgin, but even to the

moft abandoned prollitute ; and if the fe-

male be under ten years of age, then, even

though (lie fhould confcnt to the act, the

corrupter of her is adjudged to forfeit his

life.—Where the females are of marriaec-

able age, whether they themfclves be mar-

ried or not, though they fhould have had

an intercourfe with any man by their frecfl

confent, flill fuch man is liable to be fe-

verely fined, and to pay damages in propor-

tion to his ability to the father or hufband of

the
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the woman. To all this may be added,

that to keep a brothel is punifliable by fine,

imprifonment, or pillory, according to the

fentence of the court before which the

party has been tried and convided.

It may indeed appear rather prefumptu-

ous for a country jullice of the peace (and

I confefs, we are moil of us a very blun-

dering wrong-headed tribe) to pretend to

remind you who are fo well fkilled in all

parts of our conftitution of thefe things 5

bqt as we ourfelves are feldom above receiv-

ing our inftrudions from our clerks, and

are ready to fign (without reading) whatever

they put before us, I flatter myfelf you

will not think I mean to call in queftion

your knowledge of, or acquaintance with

any of the cftablifhed laws of the nation,

becaufe I juft take the liberty of whifper-^

ing in your ear, what our clerks fo fre-

quently do to us, *' Perhaps your worship

•* does not immediately recolleB that fuch

** and fuch a ftatute fays fo and fo".

After
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After all, there are certain cafes where-

in we have reafon to lament that our

laws punifh petty offenders with the utmoft

rigor, whilft the mofl notorious villains arc

fuffered to go free. And yet it is not pof-

fible for the wifcfl Icgillature to guard

againfl: this, nor is it owing to any defc(5l

in our prefent fyflem, that it is fo. The

caufe of this evil lies in the corrupt flatc

of human nature. The cure mull be

looked for only at the hand of divine

grace. Among thefc is the punifhing with

death, the afflidcd wretch who Acals mo-

ney, goods, or even meat to fupport life

to the value of one Ihilling, whilll the far

greater robbers who increafc their hoards by

exorbitant premiums and ufury, or who

borrow large fums, perhaps to the dillrcfs

cf many families, without profpc^fl of pay-

ment, in order to fupport their own extra-

vagance, cannot be laid hold on as crimi-

nals.—And yet" what can be done in fuch a

cafe ? To form proper penal laws againfl

the two latter of thefe charaders would be

exceeding difficult, and the execution of

them
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them ftill more fo.—To repeal thofe aU

ready made» and to fufFer poverty to be

pleaded in behalf of theft or robbery, would

immediately expofe the perfons and property

of every man, to all the horrors of rapine

and plunder : and you of all people living,

would dread t\\t enading of any law for

fupeuleding or mitigating the punijfli-

ment of offenders, as I have frequently

heard you fay, and perhaps very juftly,

that fparirtg fo many thieves and robbers

from the gallows, is the caufe of their in-

creafe. We may invent remedies for

fuch or fuch evils, and when we have in-

vented them, they may turn out worfe than

the difeafes they are meant to cure. Among
thefe remedies is that of introducing Poly-

gamy by way of preventing adultery and

fornication ; and it calls to my mind a flory

which the famed Voltaire once told me at

Geneva, of a French clown, who jumped

into a river in order to efcape a fhower of

rain.

However,
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However, that the doctrine of Thilyph^

tbora docs indeed tend to make ivomen 6/ lefs

confequc7ice than the bcafls cf the field; per-

haps the following Inftanee will krvc to

evince.

I am now for the laft time tofuppofc Po-

lygamy eftablilTied by law in this kingdom ;

and I will alfo fuppolc that it has been To

for about five or fix years. My fervant

knocks at my ftudy dcx)r, puts a paper into

my hand, and tells me that a poor wc.man

who is weening in the pall'agc \\\\\\ three

young children, begs me to read it over ; i

find it to be as follows

:

*• The HuMBi-n Petition of
** Mary, wife of John Williams, lliew-

•* eth, that your poor petitioner has been

** married to the faid John Williams, a

** labouring man, for the fpace of ten years

** and upwards ; that he made your pctiti-

*' oner a good and an induflricus hufband,

*' and maintained his family very decently

*• till about four years ago, \^•hcn he mar-

" ried
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** rled another woman, by whom he has

*' two more children ; and after that mar-

** ried a third wife, who has at different

** times beaten your petitioner, as alfo his

" fecond wife, in the mofl barbarous man-
** ner, and turned us both out of doors

:

** befidcs that the wages, which the faid

*« John Williams earned by his work, were

*' but juft fufficient to maintain your poor

*' petitioner and three children when he

<* had no other wife ; fo that if your pe-

** titioner had not been turned out of the

** houfe, fhe and her young children had

** no other profpeft but that of beggary

*' and ftarving, which ftill your petitioner

(by the grace of God) had rather fubmit

" to, than to turn thief or proftitute to

** fupply her wants, which the feeond wife

*« of the faid John Williams has done.

** Your petitioner therefore humbly hopes

" that ail good Chriftians will pity her de-

«* plorable fituation, and that of her poor

'* deflitute infants, and your petitioner will

^ as in duty bound fmcerely pray.

Mary Williams,

her + mark,

<c
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Now is this cafe at all unlikely to happen

upon the introdudion of Polygamy ? Nay,

is there not all the realbn in the world to

fiippofe, that if not exactly the fame, yet

imilar cafes of wretchednefs murt: abound

in every corner of the land ? And furely,

whatever is the caufe of this abjcd diftrefs,

muft be the means of expofmg women and

children to too much greater hardlhips and

miferics than the bealls of the held are fub-

jcdt to.

Although I have the honor of (landing

in a two-fold capacity among thofc to whom
your Treatije is dedicated, viz. as a governor

of the Lock Hofpital, and as a member of

the Legiflaturc ; yet you will readily fup-

pofe from the foregoing pages, that I think

it abfolutely incumbent upon me in each

of thofe capacities to exprefs my intire difap-

probation of that Treiitij} ; /'/r/?, as being

totally repugnant to the fcriptures of truth.

Stxondiyy as being pregnant with the moll

pernicious confequences towards the flate,

and calculated (however unintentionally by

you)
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you) to multiply all that train of evils

which it would fpecioufly appear to redrefs

or prevent. I affure you, dear Sir, not

from hearfay evidence, but from certain

knowledge, that the altercations, difTenti-

ons, and prejudices againft religion, which

Polygamy in embryo has occafioned at a

confiderable diftance from the capital, not

only in two counties which are contiguous

to me, but in that mofi: refpedlable and moft

indulgent county which I have the honor

to reprefent, have run fo high, that I fhould

dread its introdudlion by law worfe than if

any member were to move for leave to bring

in a bill for the eftablilliment of the plague.

And though I hope the real fenfe I have

of the deficiency of my own abilities, will

ever prevent me from giving the houfe

much trouble by my loquacity, and though

upon moil occaiions, I fhall probably con-

tent myfelf with giving an honeft inde-

pendent aye or ;zo, yet if your fyftem were

ever to become the objedl of the legiflature

(of which however I fee not the lead prof-

ped), I am perfuaded I ihould not be able

to
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to contain mylelf, but (liould cfteem it

my mo/l indil'penlible duty, to bear an

open teftimony againil it in the ienatc, as

well as from the prclV*

Though it be a matter of too much no-

toriety, that the author of Thelypbtkora is a

reigning toall among the jovial fons of plca-

fure at their ckibs and taverns, yet I fhould

not have mentioned this circumllancc, but

as it tencis to demonliratc tlie charad^er and

rtamp of thole \s ho wiih well to Polygamy,

by the ellabhllunent of which alone, the

hufband who is fond of variety, or tlic

young debauchee who is yet unmarried, can

hope to get pullcdion of the perfons of

tliofe women who otherwife would not

confcnt to their folicitations, and this not

merely without feeling their confciences

checked for the fin they might otlieiwife

think themi'clves guilty of, but all the while

congratulating themfclves, that they are

diicharging their duty as faithful fervants of

God, and good members of the community.

Thus Polygamy is made the dernier rcjort

of (utherwife defpairing) Icv/dnefs, and

L even
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even covers the vileft debauchery, under

the fandtimonious doublet of obedience to

the divine lav^^, and utility towards the flate;

whilft thofe who difavow the principles and

pradlice of Polygamy, are held forth as la-

boring under the difeafe of a fcrupulous

confcience, and as being faft bound with

the fhackles of ignorance, fuperilition, and

priellcraft.

It is now time that I fhould put an end

to this painful epiftle, which though cir-

cumfcribed within a much narrower com-

pafs, wiU I believe be found to contain a

reply to every material argument you have

made ufe of, at leafl fo far as the dodtrine

gf Polygamy is concerned.

It may indeed be obje(5ted, that an an-

fwer to two odtavo volumes, cannot pofli-

bly be confined to the limits of a book not

much larger than a pamphlet, but I am
under the necefiity of remarking that your

whole Treatife would not greatly have ex-

ceeded the bulk of my letter, had it been

freed from its multiplied repetitions, and

had
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had you omitted pages without number,

which anfwer no other end than to bias the

reader in your favor, but which in truth

and reality, have jurt the fame force in

whatever caufe they are brought to fupport.

I mean your cenfure of thofe who obfcure

or adulterate the pure word of God by

fuch comments ot their own devifing, as

error, prejudice, and Jupcrftition, may di-

re<5t, adopting found for Jenfey fetting thcm-

felves up to be li'ifer thtvi God, walking in

the fteps of Socinus, Mabofnet [H], and G-

[HJ As this falfe prophet was the prand patron of

Polygamy, he muft feci himlclf very aukward at being

fo frequently introduced into ihc company of Mono-

gamies, and would certainly he much more at cafe

among thofe of his own fcntimcnls on this head.

The learned Mr. Sale, in his tranflation of the Ko-

ran, p. 204, note, mentions that one of the great re-

proaches caft on Mahomet by the jews, " was on ac-

'* count of the great number ot his wives. For the

*' Jews faid, that if hi was a trut prophet, his care and
'* attrition Wiuld be employed about fjmething elfe than

'' uomin and the getting of children.— It mav be ob-

•* ferved (adds Mr. Sale^ that it is a maxim of the

'* Jews that nothing is more repugnant to prophecy

" than carnality."

L 2 rinthuSi
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rinthus, and fettiiig Chriji and Mops at va^

riance.

Now it IS certain, that a writer ufually

makes more converts to his opinion by der

clamation of this fort, than by any other

method, becaufe it at once raifes the indigr

nation of the reader againfl fuch fophifti-

cators of God's word, whilft it baniflies all

fufpicion that the perfon who is exprefling

his abhorrence of their practice, is himfelf

found to a(iopt it ; yet by th^fe means an

cafy way is made for the introduction of an

author's fentiments into the mind which

is already fo flrongly prepoiTelTed in his

favor.

Far, very far be it frorn me, to affirm

that you have done any thing of this fort,

in order to deceive or miflead the fincere

inquirer after truth. I bear you witnefs,

that the honefty and integrity of your heart

fet you quite above the reach of fuch unfair

dealing : but an overweening attachment to

a favorite notion, has led you to conclude,

that whatever parts of God's word feemed
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to militate againfi: that notion, niufl have

been hitherto niifunderftood ; and hence I

am forry to fay, that you have compelled

fcripture to ftoop to your lyrtcm, ratlicr

than fuffer your fyflem to (land or fall by

the decifions of fcripture.

I know that you have complained heavily

of the many letters of remonllrance \\ hicJi

were fent you, before the publication of

your book, to defire you to fupprcfs it. I

can only fay, it i^ pity you did not attend

to them; for if it be a received maxim,

that vox populi is vox Dcy\ how much more

vox cimicoruviy how much more yet, vox

ChnjVuinorum !

I find by your preface, that you fubmlt-

tcd the perufal of your manufcript to fome

learficd and pkus friends : though I dare

not lay claim to either of thefc adje(ftives,

yet I do lay claim to a very great ihare in

the fubrtantive, and therefore beg to affure

you, that if I had had the honor of being

ranked among thofe friends, fo far from

joining them in their approbation, I Ibould

hav^
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have hQQn ready to have done what Mrs,

Ainfworth \s reported to have done by the

manufcript of her hufband's didionary, jufl

as it was ready for the prefs, viz. to have

committed it to the flames, for no other

reafon, than becaufe the good laborious man

(who by the bye found one wife quite a

match for him) had the misfortune to break

one of her favorite tea-cups : but my con-

duct would certainly have proceeded frorn

much better motives than that of revenge,

viz. love to my friend, love to God,

and zeal for the interefts of the gofpeL

I would wifh to convince you ; but if I

cannot do this, be affured nothing is fur-

ther from my thoughts than to oifend you ;

and therefore if you have found any thing

throughout this letter which you may think

bears rather too hard upon you, let me in^

treat you not to look upon it as levelled

againft you, but what I am fully perfuadec}

are the errors you hold.

With heart-felt grief, I fee that fome

eminent and faithful minifters of the gofpel

have
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liave imbibed your fentiments, and are even

earncfl in the propagation of them, whilll

others are fecrctly won over to them, but

through fear of domellic uneafincfs, or other

motives do not choofe openly to avow

them.

Thefe things I Jo fee ; hut how far tJie

evil will yet fpread, I cannot Ice. I trull

however, that the hrm convi^ftion I have

in my own mind, ot the great impropricrv

of your having font the Triait/i' iu qufiht)a

abroad into the world, will plead Tufticicnt

apology for this public addrcl's from one

who has always efteemcd it both an honor

and happinefs to fubl'cribc himfclf.

Rev. and dear Sir,

Your moll fine ere

and affectionate friend,

RICHARD HILL.

P. S. "^'our Treatife had been publiilied

full half a year before I could perluade my-

felf to read it, which will account for my
having been f« long in fending out my aii-

fwer to it.



ADVERTISEMENT.
T THINK myfelf in a manner obligated

to publifli the following Letter, in order

to co^ivince the reader, that I ufed every

method in my power to avoid this contro-

verly, by trying to prevent my much

eileemed Friend from fending abroad his

Treatije ; which I hope will plead my apo-

logy for any repetition or famenefs of argu-

ment, which may appear both in the letter

and in the addrefs.
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LETTER
TO THE

Kev. Martin mad an

My very dear friend

^

"I"
WAS exceedingly concerned to licir a

few days ago, from one who has a fin-

cerc regard for you, that you are going to

publiOi a book upon the lawfulnefs of PoJy-

gamy. I remember to have often heard

you deliver your fentiments on the fubjetft

to particular friends, but never could have

imagined that you would have fent them

abroad into the world ; and now befeech

you to confider well the tende^icy of fuch a

ftep, before you advance any further. Even

M fuppofc
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fuppofe all, and more than all you could

willi -to have effected by the publica-

tion; fuppofe you fhould convince thoufands

that they might, v^ithout fin, have more

wives than one -, what end will this anfwer ?

What good will it do you ? What glory

will it bring to God? What advantage will

it be of to fociety ? To fay the leaft, it will

take up a great deal of your time, which

might certainly be much better fpent. It

can render no fervice to the caufe of chrifti-

anity, unlefs you can alfo prove that every

additional wife will bring with her an addi-

tional flock of grace. And with regard to

fociety, it is likely to bring with it an innu-

merable train of evils ; and the more, as all

the pafTions, lufts and corruptions ofhuman

nature, will be fo ftrongly inclined to favor

your dodtrine, that they will unite all their

force to profelyte the judgment; and then

who fhall dare to fplit the difference between

two wives and two hundred ? And if this

be allowed on the man's fide, you will not

doubt but there are females amongfi; us to

be found, who will plead for an extenfion

of
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of the privilege to their own lex, I do not

fay this age is worfe than former ones,

but I fancy you will agree with me, that it

is not much better, and that wc do not live

in times wherein it is necelTary to help man-

kind to a fandtion for taking more wives than

one, efpecially when they are well tired of

the firlh

I fliould do you the highcll injvilhcc 05 a

man of fenfe, and as a chrillian, to fuppofc

you had not fome good and ukful dcfign in

view by this intended publication : ^'er

what that defign may be, I cannot at .ili

conceive: But I evidently diUern the moil

dreadful and pernicious confequcnce?, \'i\uw

(hould make many or any converts to your

opinion ; and if you do not make converts,

cui bonofcribcrc? It is all lolt labour and

wafte paper. In the church of God, many

mny be llaggered and puzzled, many ii-ili be

alliamed and grieved •, and lifelefs profclfors

will be gazing about at the Locke and

Tottenham for fome new objevfl of delight,

that when they have loft every other mark

M 2 of
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of faintdilp, they may at leaft follow the

examples of fome Old Teftament faints, in

having plenty of wives and concubines.

And now I am upon this point, I remember

that my dear friend's grand argument in

fupport of his dodrine was that when the

fcripture mentions the polygamy of the

Patriarchs, they are never cenfured on this

account. But does this prove that what

they did was no fpot in their charad:ers, or

that it was agreeable to the mind and will of

God ? This, I think, would be a dange-

rous pofition, and might be equally urged as

a plea for Noah's drunkennefs, or Lot's

drunkennefs and inceft together ; none of

which fins are particularly reprehended in

the perfons of whom they are recorded. I

would wave difputes how far the Jewifli

v/orthies (though faved by faith in the fame

Redeemer) fell Ibort of the privileges of

thofe who live under the clearer light of the

gofpel; but certainly you will allow there

was a difference between them ; the former

faw through a glajs da7'kly, the times of refor-

mation were not fully co?ne : And as in the

2 . matter
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matter of putting auuiy their 'u'iiesy God
bore with them. Strataft' of' the hardncfi of

their hearts, fo how far he mipht do fo in

their taking a phirality of wives, is, per-

haps, not for us to determine ; hut certainly

from the beginning it icas not f,, Adam had

only his Eve, though from her the v\)iolr

earth was to be peopled.

Till, tlicrefore, it can be proveil that

Polygamy is allowed by the gofpcl of Chrill,

the example of believers under the legal dif-

pcnfation, will not futHcicntly authorize the

pra^fliccof it; and fo far from being allowed,

it appears to me to be molt clearly forbidden^

for if our bleflcd Lord condemns the repu-

diating one wife and taking another, except

for the caufe of fornication, it is the fame

thing, as if he had faid in exprefs words,

that a man fhould have only cue wife at a

time. And when St. Paul fays, ** To
** avoid fornication, let every man have his

*' own wife, and every woman her own
*• hufband," the certain conclufion to be

drawn from the injundion is, that every man

M 3 who
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who takes any other woman, doth not avoid

ibrnication, any more than the woman who
takes any other man does. And indeed thp

wtiole 7th chapter of the firfl: Epiftle to the

Corinthians, is founded on the fuppolition

(as a matter taken for granted by the whole

chriftian church) that the hufband has or can

have but one wife, any more than the wif?

can have but one hufband. Do, my dear

^iX, read and pray over the whole chapter,

and furely conyidion rnufl accompany the

\^ord.

I muft further remark, that the allufion

which the Apoftle draws between the mar-

riage bond and the union which fubiifts

between Chrift and his fpoufe, or his body,

the church, would be averyunjuft one, and

v/ould fiiil in almofl every infiance, if be-

lievers might have more \vives thap one at a

time y and inftead of faying that ** they tivo

(the hufband and wife) fliall be oneflefli,"

he ought to have left the matter more at

large, and Ibould have faid, ^^ they three, or

theyjour, lliall be one fleHi," which carries

3 n
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an abfurdlty and contradidion in the very

mention. Neither could he with any pio-

priety have exhorted ** every man to love

** his wife even as himfelf," as that would

be confining that afFcdion to one alone,

which each wife had an equal right to (liare

in; but as he fpeaks in the lingular, and not

in the plural number, this proves to demon-

ftration, that a plurality of wives was never

thought of, much Icfs allowed by this chofcn

velfcL

But not to multiply fcripturc*;, (though

many more might be produced) confiderthe

judgment and practice of tlie whole Catholic

church from the very beginning. Can any

one example be produced of the toleration of

Polvgamy ? On the contrary, have not aliTX)jt

all cliriftian nations, our own in particular,

punilhed it with death, as an heinous offence

againil the laws oi Gcd, and the welfare of

fociety ?

But I will go one ftep further with regard

t'J the Old Teflament faint? i \ will even

fuppofe



164 A Letter, to the

fuppofe that God allowed them a plurality

of wives ; flill this will not prove the point

that Polygamy is lawful tp Chriftians ; for the

only flandard of right and wrong is the com--

mand and will ofGod j and when God wills

or commands a thing to be done, then the

doing of it ceafes to be fmful, though ab-

llradted from that command, it might be a

notorious a(5t of wickednefs, Thus it was

no fin in Samuel to hew the king of the

Amalekites in pieces; though ifGod had not

willed and commanded it, Samuel had beer\

guilty of a very abominable murder. So to

marry the brother's wife, was forbidden by

the Levitical law, as an ^ncefluous com-

merce ; yet when the brother died without

ifTue, it was adually enjoined the next

brother to marry the widow, and to raife up

feed unto Jiis brother j and if he did not do

lb, he incurred the heavy dilpleafure of Godj^

as in the cafe of Onan. All I argue fron:^

thefe inftances, is, that God, as fovereign

of all men, has full right to permit or order

that at one time, or upon one occafion,

'^hich he has an equiil right to forbid at

others:
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others ; and therefore that he might fuiter

that to be done for his own wife purpofcs by

Abraham, David, Sec. under the Jcwilh

ccconomy, that made ?iDthiji[^ perfc&y which

now he has the fame right to prohibit to bc-

jievers under the meridian of thegofpel.

But now fuppofe all thcfe arguments (and

I might produce many more) have no weight

with you ; Aill let me return to my former

qucAion, What good is your book likely to

do ? If it be not againfl the cxprcfs laws of

God, I am fure it is againfl the cxprefs laws

of the land
J
and fubjctftion to the powers

that are, has always been your avowed

principle. W hy, then, would you deviate

from it in the prefent inAance, when in pro-

portion to your known character as a mini-

Acr of ChriA, and to your abilities as a

lawyer and cafuiA, your book is likely to

create confufion in the Aate, as well as in

private families ? Can you pray for God's

bleAing on your undertaking ? Will the

completion of it bring you any comfort on

your death bed ? Who, think you, will be

benefited
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benefited by it ? Will the community, will.

individuals be the better for it ? Probably

the officers of Dodlor's Commons may get;

more grift to theif mill by the additional

number of divorces it may occafion j (though

by the bye, thefe gentlemen have tolerable

reafon to be fatisfied in this refped;) and pro-

bably the author of the trials for adultery,

will foon extend his filthy pages from five

volumes to fifty.

But I find I am extending my letter to a

tirefome length. Bear with me, my dear

friend, and forgive me this wrong -, and if

you ftill think 1 have been deficient in argu-

ments, fuffer me to fupply the want ofthem

by intreaties. I befeech you, therefore, by

the mercies of God in Chrift Jefus, that you

will not fend out under the fan(flion of your

very refpedtable name, a book of fuch a

dangerous tendency j and if you have any

love for your chriftian friends^ (which of all

others, I have no reafon to doubt) any

concern for the glory of God, the peace of

his church, your own reputation, and the

goo4
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good of mankind, that you will not publiHi

the Treatife in queliion : Or, if this be

already done, that you will forbid the fur-

ther file of it, and thereby remedy the

mifchief as much as pofTible.

But after all, I hope I am combating a

inan of ftraw ; and that you have no fuch

defign in view, as I have been informed of;

to be alTured of which, from your own pen,

will afford a real fati^fa(flion to,

My dear Friend,

Your's moll fmccrely and affedlionatcly,

RICHARD HIM

Htm-hJIc'ic, Feb. Zy 1780.
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WORD
TO THE

READER.
T is poflible fome perfons may have the

curiofity to examine ^he Bleffings of

Polygamy, who yet give themfelves little or

no trouble about the blejjings of eternity. To

fuch I beg leave to put a very interefting

queftion, and yet, I muft own, a moft un-

fafhionable, a moil unpolite, and, in gene-

ral, a moft unwelcome queftion. It is this.

Have you ever ferioully thought of death ?

Nay, flartle not, for it is by no means

foreign to the purpofe \ So far from it, that

every
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every word I have been writing, and every

word you have been reading, has a view to

this one qucftion only. Why have I been

proving the abfolute unlawfulncis of Poly-

gamy ? Not to gratify curiofity ; not to

fettle a point of no importance ; but bccaufc

I am fully purfuadcd that the pra<fticc of it

is highly uffcnfivc to God, and dangerous to

the fouls of men. For the very fame rcafon,

therefore, that I would write a difTuafivc

from Polygamy, I would write a dilTuafivc

from every other fin ; and for the fame

reafon why I would wifh to avoid every fin,

I would wifh to meet death with confidence;

and this certainly cannot be done, without

1 fcrioufly and frequently bring the hour of

death to view. Surely, then, this is

futhcient reafon for refuming the qucflion.

Have you ever fcriouily thought of death ?

If you have not, I think you will hardly

deny that you are wholly unfit to launch

into eternity. If you have ferioully thought

on death, then remember that as thefting of

death isfm, fo the jlrength offm is the laii- ;

I Cor. XV. 56. and that before this law

there
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there is none righteous, no not one ; fora§-»

much as all hai-efinned, and comefiort of the

glory ofGod : So that every door of hope by

man's own imperfe(5t obedience, being abfo-

lutely fliut up, there is no other way of re-

covering the Divine favor, but through • the

redemption that is in Jefus Chriji, Rom. iii,

10. 19, 20, &c. &c.

You may try to ilifle the convidions of

your own mind, by the foothing opium of

pleafure, or by hiding yourfelf in the wild

thickets of infideUty, ftill confcience will at

times find you out, and tell you, with an.

unwelcome voice, that though -you are the

creature of a day, you have neverthelefs an

immortal part within you, which can never

never die, and thatyou mufl very foon appear

before the aweful tribunal of an holy God,

where all the actions of your life, and even

the moflfecret thoughts of your heart, will

be laid open before an aflembled world.

Let me intreat you ferioufly to confider

thefe things. Believe me, I fhould be fin-

cerely
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1

cerely grieved to leave no other impreflion on
your mind than a jingle oi Polygatr.y, Bigamy
and MoTiogamyi and therefore that the fore-

going Addrefs may anfwer fome falutary end,

I hope you will not think I impofc a hard

tafk on you, in requeuing you to return to

your chamber, and dicrc n commune 'witb

your own hearty if it be but for one quarter of

an hour ; and with a pious ejaculation to

him liho fectb in fecrct^ beg that \'>ou may
know the real Hate of your foul, if (like tint

of the rich prcfumptuous fool in the gofpol)

it fliould thii night be required ofyou

FINIS.
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THE

COBLER'S LETTER
TO THE

AUTHOR or THELYPHTHORA.

London, M'\ 5, 17^1.

Rev. and Dear SIR,

WHY arc you (o much difplcafcd - I

am lure there is no intentional un-

kindncfs towards you, no di-fii^n-

ed iifpcrity of expreffion or pcrfonal rejlccfion

which might citlicr/v^r/vjw in your oivn jnindy

or iijjurc your chara6lcr in the fight of the

ivorld, throughout my late publication

intitled " The Blcilings of Polygamy." So

far from it, whilft you are complaining ot

my having treated you with too little rc-

IpccV, I have been greatly blamed for hav-

A 2 ii'sg
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ing treated you with too much. I jftand

convicted however by your reproof for

having addrefled you by name ; there cer-

tainly would iiave been more delicacy in

not having done fo, as you had not pub-

licly declared yourfelf to be the author of

1'helyphthora : and when my book was

about half printed otf, I was av/are that

you would blame me on that account.

But as you always and upon every occa-

fion acknowledged tlie production to be

your's,and had, in feveral publications pre-

vious to mine, been addrefled as the writer

of it, without once difowning it, I really

thought that any attempt on my part to

fcreen my friend from public view, would

have appeared almoft as ridiculous as the

command of Sir "John Faljlaff to his page

to ftandclofe by him that he might efcape

the eyes of the chief 'Jujiiee. I am fure

you will give me full credit when 1 afTure

you that I mofl fincerely wifii, firfi^ that

you were 7iot the author of Thelypijthora -,

fecOfidlyy that nobody knew that you were

the author : And if you believe thefe two
declarations, you can never think that I

took a pleafure in making you pafs for

that author a2;ainfl your own inclinations.

Another
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Aiioth^r realbn occurred to me for ad-

dreiTing you by name. I was liappy to

let all the world know the regard and

friendfliip I had for you ; and this could

not be done, at lead not fo effectually, if

1 had confidered you as anonymous.

Again, After wliat you yourfclf have

frtid of Thayphtbora^ as being one of the

mod important and intertjting publU'ations

tbat bivoc appearedJhicc tbe Reformation^ and

judged to be fo by many eminently learned

and pious ?nen [A], and calculated both to

entertain and ed'/y *\\t reader, I nrjit ne-

celfarily fuppofe th:i. though a modeft dif-

fidence forbad yen • j affix your name to it

yourfclf, yet laat you would rather efteem

it a compliment than an injury to an-

nounce to the v.grid the author of fuch a

performance.

Thefe are the chief of my reafons for

having addrefhxi you by name -, and I

hope you will n.liiiit them a^ good ones.

[A] I know not who the author particuKirljr

means by thelc emimritly Uarned and picus tnen : but it

is very ccrt..in that lome who both for learning and
piety are exceeded by tew, do at this time, form a.

very ditterent idea cf Thelypktkora, thun what they

did on the firft haily perulal of it j and would b« fm-
cerciy grieved to have their names mr.^c ulc of as

abettors of it.

A 3 ]f
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If you will I fliall be happy ; but whether

you will or not, I alk your pardon for

having done it.

The next complaint you make againftme,

is, fornot having fubmitted ray manufcript

to your perufal before it went to the prefs.

But v/hat reafon could you have to ex-

pc6l this, after the friendly letter of re-

niontirance which I wrote you fo many
months before ? Had I not at leaft as

much caufe to expert you v/ould have

fiiewn me your manufcript as any other

perfon who had the revifal of it ? But you

judged that I fhould have difcouraged the

publication of it ; and you judged right.

The very fame conclufion therefore that I

fuppofe prevented you from letting me fee

your T^reatife onfemale niin (as well as your

letter to Richard Hill, Efq, at the end of

your third volume) prevented me from

afking your opinion on my late piece, viz.

I took it for granted that you would as

heartily difapprove my Anfwerj as I fhould

have difapproved your T'rcatije \ and that

you would have been for taking out fo

much of my own matter, and for putting

in vo many infertions of your own, which

I ill
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I In my turn, iliould have been for taking

out afterwards, that between us both wc
(hould liave brought the poor Blc/jings of

Polygamy, into the fituation of ^'Efofs

man, who had two wives (my friend

will excufe the comparifon) the one of

whom plucked out all his black hairs, the

other all his grey ones.

A third complaint my friend has agalnft

me, is, that 1 treat the doctrine of Po-

lygamy Vvith fleetious raillery y and lirecut

cafes to make it appear ridicukuSy and that

\ foock him with \\w pircmptoi iuefs oi my
determinations.

On which fide the moft peremptory deter-

minations arc to be found let all readers

judge. I will be lilent.

As to the ridieule :\ndfaeetioi/s raillery you

talk of, I cannot but think them very al-

lowable, if they prove the means of ex-

pofing a practice which in its confequcnces

mull be as pernicious to the welfare of {o-

ciety, as delhuclive to the peace of private

families. I have often heard my friend fpeak

in the highefl: terms of Mr. Viucejit Al-

fcps book intitled, AntifozzOy which from

the beginning to the end confiils of the

moll acute raiilcj-y againrt V'Mor Sb.er-kck

oil
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on account of fome expreffions in a piece

publifiied by the Z)o^^r,intitled, if I remem-
ber right, " The knowledge of Chrift."

If indeed I had made any of God's

difpenfations\}<\z fubje6ls of raillery, I fhould

think my friend did me no unkindnefs

at all in ranking me (indireclly at leaft)

with Lord Bolingbroke or Voltaire, But I

deny that Polygamy ever was of God's

iiijiitiUion^ or any part of his difpenfa^

tions. But, if it were not for a lit-

tle facetious raillery^ and a few pleafant

ftories, what raufh have been the fate of

T'helypbthora? If, notwithftanding all the

'variety of C7itertaining matter with which

that T'reatife abounds, any perfon could

be fo flupid as to yaw72 and noddX the read-

ing it, as the whole court of Charles the

Second did at the heariiig DoBor Sotith's

fermons ; [B] 1 fay, what muft it have

been if the author had not by mixing

[B] Oln Scuth a witty churchman reckon'd.

Was preaching once to Charles the fecond.

But far too fcrious for a court

Which of all preaching made a fport,

The good and zealous man of God,
Obferv'd his ^\ld\cnce yawn and nodf

And finding nothing wou'd avail,

Call'd to the Earl of Lauderdale,
*' My Lord, why 'tis a monftrous thing,
«•• You fiiore fo loud, you'll wake the king.'*

the
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the utile duici delivered it from the tirefomc

drynefs which ujually attends "Treatife-rcnting?

Befidcs, where ihall we find a more hvely

fally of wit and facetious riiillerv than the

author of Tbchphthora has entertained us

with in comparing Air. Hill to a coblcr,

becaufc Mr. Hill owns he does not under-

ftand Hebrew ? You remember the oki

proverb, fays he, Av ^Sw/cr, 6cc. Yes, my
friend, I remember it well. And I think

you will nut foon forget it. The whole

proverb runs thus. AV Sutor ultra crcpi-

dam. In Englilh, *' Coblcr keep to thy Laji."

Or more litcially " Let not the Cobler go be-

yojid his L^'iiy But when appiitd to the

purpofe of the author of Thclyphihora^ (I

will put on the cap becaufe it fits me)
** Let not Mr. Hill pretend to be a critic

or philologirt, at Icaft not a Hebrew critic,

whilll he remains totally unacquainted

with that language." Why truly if Mr.

Hill had had the advantage of a fkilful He-

hraen friend at his elbow, or who lived at

a few yards diftance from him, and if he

had been willing to have availed himfelf of

fuch advantage, he might not have made
that contemptible diminutive figure in the

eyes of a learned Colofjus he now does. But

to
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to own the truth, Mr. Hill (feigned as tJoe

fejife of the defciency of his own abilities may

be) chofe i^ather to pafs for a Cobler as he is,

than to exalt himfelfon flilts not his own, or

to flrut about like y2'^/)'s daw in borrowed

plumes, or JEfofs afs in the lion's fkin.

I remember well lall winter when Ad-

miral Keppcl was fpeaking in the houfe of

Commons, he faid he would not from

thenceforth call Sir Hugh Pallifer by his

own name, but by the name of the Gover-

nor of Greenwich Hofpital^ which he accord-

ingly did in every other fpeech he made
-during the different times the bufuiefs re-

lative to the Portfmoiith Court Martial, or

anything elfe which concerned theNavy was
debated.—So,-

—

Si parva liceat componere

jnagnis, every time I have occafion to in-

troduce my own infignificant name, inftead

of Richard Hill, I Ihall call myMitheCob^
ler. And if we confxder into what great

and refpeftable company I fliall introduce

inyfelf by the appellation, perhaps there

may be more pride than humility in my, af-

fuming it. Nay, I know not whether it

may not be at leaft as honorable as being

illled Governor oj Greenwich Hofpital. For

F-irft-^
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Virft. We ba'-cc had, (far be it from me
to fay we no'iv have) coblcrs at the hchii

of Government, even at the head cf all

our public affairs. Thefc I would llilc

State Coblcrs. Such perfons fet themfolves

to patch and mend, and mend and patch

again, till they cannot make both cjuis meet

at the Lajl. By which means they fuffcr

the whole nation to go barefoot ; nnd after

liavinsr cobbled and cobbled, till they have

cobbled away all the leather, 'tis well if

they don't fome time or other bring Eng-
lilhmen \.(j \\Q:ir wccJcn Jl:ocs. Thefe cob-

lcrs are happy when they can get the

length of any royal foot, and often try to

meafure the feet of the members of the

Iloufe of Commons.
N. B. This clafs of coblers make mucli

ufe of the hammer and pincers in their

li'crk J and though they hickcr it well when
it is finilhed, yet it will feldom bear the

day-light. Befides the blacking they ufe

is apt to come off, and fadly fullics the

fingers.

Secondly. We have very exalted Cob-
lers in Divinity. There arc plenty of

thefe
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thefe in our large Collegiate cities, who
(like their brethren of the Hack apron

^

carry on their trade in Stalls^ though they

prefer cobling on a J^ench when it is in

their power. And whilft they are in their

Stalls, you may fometimes hear xh^w^Jing-

ing amain, thereby Tnewing that they are

either well pleafcd with their work or their

wages. However, thefe coblers in gene-

ral, (for the picture I give of the moft is

by no means intended as a reprefentation

of all, but very fer from it) do very little

bufinefs in .their profeflion, fcarcely mend-

ing a fole from one year's end to another j

and what little they do attempt, is with

that fort of leather which is againft the

grain, or as I believe fhoemakers call it

black of the grain. And m.ultitudes among
them if they do but cobble a little now
and then on a Sunday, think this fufficient

reafon for being idle all the refl of the

week.

I might fhew in feveral more inftances

(but let thefe fuffice) that there are many
great men who are coblers in all profef-

fions,' and that therefore there is nofhame

at all in my being dubbed a cohler in criti-

cifm by the learned author of T^'hchjphthora.

—From
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—From henceforth therefore I am—" the

Cobler:'—But to the point,

1.

You object that the cobler charges you

with recommendin?: an indifcriminate and

unlimited pracftice oi Polygamy, and wajit-

ing a law ro crtablifli it : and then you

bring quotations from Thchpbtiora to prove

that I have cither mifundLiltood or mifre-

prefcntedyour meaning. Yet in thefc very

quotations you affirm Polygamy in gene-

ral to be botli lu-u:ful and iJir.cccnt iti if/i[/\

in many cafc^; c.\l^:difnt^ in fomc dut\, an \

only fmful by abujl' or exccfs, How-'ver,

let me tranfcribe your own words.

" That Polyr^amy is lawful in itfelf, ai.d

** in many cafes expedient, in fomc dutv,

" none can deny v;ho will yield t; ;hcteU
" timony of the fcriptures, and plain mat-
** ter of facl. But where it is entered

" upon with no ctlier view than to pam-
*' per the appetite, and to indulge a love

" of variety, it degenerates into evil, and
*' fccms to be to marriage, what gluttony,
*' drunkennefs and excefs of apparel are to

** food and raiment—a finful^ becaufe a

" forbidden abufe of Icivful and iiecejary

things.'

And
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And would my friend attempt to prove

j^ from hence that he is not a maintainer

w',/ and recommender of indifcriminate and un-

limited Polygamy F What 1 when he com-

pares it to our very meat, and drink, and

cloathing, without which no man whatever

can exill ? I readily allow that you are

fpeaking againfl the abufe or excefs ot" thefe

things, and not againfl the lawful ufe of

them, therefore the drift of your argu-

ment muft be to prove that though a mo-
derate ufe of meat, drink, and apparel be ex-

pedient and neceflary for all men, but glut-

tony, drunkennefs, and pride of drefs are

abominable and fmful, fo a moderate ufe

of Polygamy is denied to none, and only be-

comes fmful when indulged to excefs (and

who is to define what is meant by an excefs

of Polygamy) and in order to pamper the li-

bidinous appetite.—Giving your reafoning

it's full fcope, this is what it muft amount

to 3 and the very fame thing may be faid

even of th? ufe of the marriage bed itfelf.

And indeed in the above quotation, as you

do in every other part of your performance,

(particularly in a note in your third vo-

lume, p. 94. which I have only jufb dipped

jnto, though I intend, ifGodfpure my life

to
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to labor through it) you put marriage and

Polygamy intirely upon the fame foot-

ing fC]. 'Tis in vain my friend offers his

qualifying paffages whilll: thefe arc his

avowed fentimcnts, and whilll in fo many

other parts of his book he gives as general

an indulgence for the pra<flice of Polyga-

my as the pope himftlf does for whore-

dom, by licenfing the public IIjws at

Rome. Had you puifucd any regular plan

in your T'rcatife, and not run from one

thing to another in the loofc unconnc(ft:cJ

manner you have done, it would have been

more cafy to have followed you throi:L-;h-

out; but this is certain, that whatever title

your different chapters may bear, Polyga-

my, Polygamy, Polygamv is the great point

in view.—Polygamy, P.iygamy, Polyganiy

the conftant burden of the fong.

However, let the cobler now put a

plain qucftion or two, by which, if you

[C] The note runs a» follows.— *' The authority on
** which this pradice [Pcly^arr.y) being the fame on
** which w^rrij^* ;(/I-//' is prohibited, in fo many in-

*' ftances unknown to the JcripturfSy muft, to be lure,

" be truly rdptdable!"
The author of Thflyphthora allows nobody to fpeak

in a way ot Iheer and farcafm but himlclf.

will
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will anfwer explicitly, your fentiments may
perhaps be better underftood.

I ft. Is it lawful in the fight of God for

any man who has a wife (and I will add,

children by that wife) to make his propo-

fals and to take another in her life-time ?—
Would he commit fin in fo doing ?

2dly. As you ftate perverfenefs of tem-

per in the woman to be a ground for Po-

lygamy, I flioi'^d be glad to know who is

to be the judge of this perverfenefs of tem-

per ? Who is to determine whether it may
not be wholly owing to the tyrannical be-

havior or want of affedlion in the hufband?

Upon this vague notion, every man might

become a Polygamiil where he and his wife

had no right to demand the flitch of bacon.

The idea that a man and his wife are cou-

pled not only for better for worfe, biit for

life alfo, caufes much mutual forbearance,

and prevents many a conjugal difpute ; But

whilft the hufband can think hirrifelf at li-

berty to take a fecond or a thii'd, whenever

Madam is not quite fo pleafant as flie might

be, would not this be the means of crea-

ting quarrels without number, and threat-

enings without end ; efpecially when the

hufband happened to caft his eye on any

particular
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particular objecl of delight, whom he

wilhed to have the enjoyment of: in luch

cafe, might he not fay, '* Well, I have no-
*' thing to do, but to go home and tcaze

** my wife and put her out of humor, and
** then that dear creature may be my own."

Vain indeed would be the author of The-

lyphthora^ fpccious qualifying fentences to

relbain fuch a man from his purpofej

cfpccially whilft the lame author tells him

witli the fame breath, that Polygamy is a

link in the chain of Goifs difpcnjdtions^ and

is in itfclf botli Liiiful and mucccnt.

As to the cafes of Lunacy, orof abfolute

Barrcnncfs on the fide of the woman, 1

would rather be fdcnt on thefe points than

difcul's them : only, I would brietiy ob-

fcrvc, that if the j^urport of your book had

been to prove that under fuch circum-

ftanccs divorce ought to be obtained from

our courts of law, and the man have leave

to marry again, 1 iliouldnot have diilurbcd

you in the quiet poirelfion of your opi-

nion J
though if we had talked the matter

over in private, I iliould have obfervcd that

a thing of that fort ought to be entered

upon with great deliberation j fmce the

woman who might at one time be difor-

B dered
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dered in her fenfes, might not perhaps al-

ways continue fo ; and feeing that children

and the fruit of the womb were pronounced

by the mouth of infpiration to be a gift and

heritage that cometh oftheLord^ therefore fhe

who atone time might be accounted 2ibarren

womany might afterwards (even many years

afterwards) keep houfe and be a joyful mother

of children. And fnould this be the cafe, the

higheft injury would bedone to the firft wife,

by putting her away and taking another. I

might alfo have added that as no trials can

befal a good man without the over-ruling

hand of God's providence, he fhould endea-

vor to exercife a fpirit of faith, patience, re-

lignation and prayer, whilft he is under

them; and that thoughwe are permitted to

ufe means toextricateourfelvesoutof them,

yet we muft fee to it that they are lawful

means, and fuch as are warranted by God's

holy will and word.

II.

The cobler is ccnfured for faying that

the author of "Thelyphthora explodes all ex-

ternal marriage ceremony as fuperjiitious

priejlcraft.

My
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My reafons for this fuppofition are

grounded upon the author's whole chapter

of marriage, the fubft-ance and purport of

which muft be well remembered by thofe

who have read his Treatifc, and from which

it is clear, that though he ackno'.vledgcs

the expediency of an outward recognition

of marriage for the purpofcs of fociety, yet

he lays it down as a certain pofition that

neither contradl: nor external ceremony are

at all neceflary (in a religious view) before

the parties come together, and that the

lingle aa of bodily union is the only true

fcriptural marriage.

III.

The cobler V. told by the author of "ZZr-

lyphthcra, that " he meets with no fuch
'' cafes as that of Lady A— and SirT/j;?-

" mas A— ; nor as that of the humble
"- petition oi Mjry, the wife of 'join Wil-
" Hams—nor of women of the St. Giles %

'* breed, crying murders about the ftreets,

'•' as the com'equences of the Jezvifj {s^-

" tern."

This is no reafon at all why they would
not be very frequent in England if Polyga-

my were el^abliihed among us. But 1 am
JB 2 far
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far from believing that Polygamy was ever

much in practice among the 'Jews^ and

even where it was pra6lifed, 1 doubt not

but the mifchiefs attending it were in

many cafes very evident. One thing how-
ever is certain, which is, that the cobler

has given the author oiThelyphtbora^i pinch-

ing /hoe by the introdu£lion of the cafes be-

fore-mentioned, and therefore he affects to

treat them with contempt. However, in

your next piece, (for I underftand we are

to have rdore lajl words of the author of

'T'hehpkthora^) I defu'e you will give me the

fatisfa6lion of knowing your fentiments on

thofe cafes, particularly on that of king

Charles the fecond and Nell Gwyn, the du-

chefs of Portjrnoiithj or indeed any other of

his miftreffes j for upon your plan, I fee no

more harm of his keeping a dozen than

one, provided he were the firfl man who
heca?ne one jiejJo with them^ and provided he

perfided in taking them to his bed one af-

ter another as long as he lived. But more

particularly ftill, I beg you will inform the

cobler and the public what you do fay, or

can fay, in the cafe propofed in the Blejf-

ings of Polygamy of a fmgie woman filiating

her child before you on a married man. As

I a juitice
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a juftice of the peace, you are obliged to

put the law in force againft him.—As a

clergyman, you muft tell him that he took

his own wife in order to cleave to Ltr

alone, forfaking all others.—But as the au-

thor oiT'bdypbthorr, 1 am quite at a lols to

know how you would addreis the parties -,

efpeciallv if the man informed you that i'.i^

own wife were barren or lil-tempcred,

I hope alfo you will not fojget to tell us

your authority for faying that Luther and

the other Proteftant divines unanimoitjly tie-

dared in the cafe of the Landgrave of HeJJ'e,

that it was 7wt eontrary to the Iniv of God for

a man to take another wife his iirll being

ahve [D^

1\'.

The author of ^lhei\^'i.il''.ra uiys a ni;tii

mi::!;ht maUazufiy '^•ound either of th.efc (a

[D] Hcnv the author of Thiiyphthoiu can pofljbly

think of prcHing the Rt-formcis, whether at home or

abroad, into hU fervice, is to me nnoft inconceiv-

able, crpcciaily after the quotation 1 brought from

Luther awainft'ihe Poly!;amy of the Anabaptifts; and

when Bexa wrote an e.Cprcl's trcatife againft Polyga-

my, which is noticed by Calvin with the highcll ap-

probation. As to the fcntimcnts of our Englijh Re-

formers, thev may be pretty well known by the mar-

riao-e fervice, and the homily aguinlt adultery.

B 3
wife
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wife or a virgin) and not be liable to death,

as he would be in the cafe of malicioujly

wounding cattle.

Here the cobling country juftice, mufl a-

gain take the liberty of reminding his friend

learned in the law, that he is under a very

great miftake in this aflertion, for by the a6l

commonly called the Coventry aB (made on

account of the maiming Sir John Coventry^

in the reign of Charles the fecond) malici-

oujly maimi?2g or wowiding any fubjecl is

made death.

The cafes of a rape and of a man having

intercourfe with a woman by her own free

confent, or even feducing [D] her, are very

different. In the former, the oath of the

woman alone may fafely be taken, as (he

can have no intereft in fwearing againfl the

man ; in the latter, a door would necefla^

rily be opened to a thoufand frauds and

impofitions. Therefore, though I agree

with you intirely, that every unmarried

man who feduces or debauches a virgin

ought to make her his wife^ yet I alfo fay,

that

[D] ^//^/-j'.Upon the principles o^Thelyphthora^wht-

thcr ftich a thing as fedi'Mion (any more than fornica-

tion) can or ever did exill, fince the firft intercourfe of

vian with a woman is by him deemed a marriage ?
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that compulfion upon every accufatlon of

that fort, by the woman's teflimony only,

(and no other can hardly ever be had)

would be attended with very dreadful con-

fcqucnces. However, where fuch a law

could be inforced, it ought to be inforced.

And if this were all you had endeavored to

prove, your defign would certainly have

met with general approbation; though in-

flead of three heavy volumes, you might

have comprized the wholeof what you had

to fay within the compafs of three pages,

and thereby have faved yourfelf much time

and trouble, have favcd your readers the

fum of fifteen iliillings each, and have faved

the coblcr and the monthly and critical

reviewers a very tireioine piece of employ-

ment.

V.

You aik me how far from " r/iphing

*' approbation it is where i:n action is per-

" mittedV— 1 anfwer, it is often very far.

Will my friend fay, that becaufc God per-

mitted David's adultery and niurder, he

therefore approved of them ? 1 akc heed

left by lofmg fight of this material diftinc-

tion, vou make God the author of all tin.

Befides,
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Befides, give this rentiment its full fcope,

that God's permij/ion and his approbation

cannot be feparated, and it will go near to

make the moft abominable wickednefs the

fure road to heaven.

VI.

I am prefied w^ith the authority of Wct^

Jlei?i, Bifhop Biinut and others, Doctor

Doddridge himfelf bringing up the rear.

Now what fhould you think of the cob-

ler. if he were to treat them all with the

mofl fupercihous difdain, and were to fay,

*' What are all human authorities to me,
** if they fpeak not agreeable to the divine

" law and teilimony ? , I no moje mind
*' them, than I mind the wifdom of Plato,

" AriJiotUy Cicero, &c. among the a?ittents-,

" or of Sir Ifaac ,Newton, Mr. Lock, Biihop

" Warburton, or the old woman that fells ap-

** pies at the corner of theflreet among the mo-

' derns\^\r Suppofe again I were to prefs

you v»^ith the authority of your favorite

Wetjiein, in order to degrade the divinity of

the Son of God [FJ. Would you call that

authority

[E] Tbel. vol. ii. conclufion.

[FJ This laborious commentator (who was zSwi/s,

and was obliged to leave his own country on account
of
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authority' conclufive ? I am peifuaded you

would not compliment this learned man
at the expence of denying tf?€ Lord that

bought you. Suppofe I were to produce the

exprefs teftimony of a thoufand learned

and pious authors and commentatorsagainll

Polygamy ? What would be your reply ?

They have follQiL'cd one another like Jhcep.—^

Thes [peak not agreeable to the diiinc la'u:.—

-

They jet Mofes and Chrijl at variance.—But

if only a (ingle word or fcntcncc can be ga-

thered from anvof them that at all favors oui-

author's fyliem ; then no praifcs can l^ too

laviih on their exccllLiu judgment, prodi-

gious piety, or profound learning. O
Thclyphthcra, Thelyphthora, thou motha*

of inconfillency, where Ihall I find thee ?

^0 tencam "cultus mutantcm Protea nodo?

But it is no llrangc thing to hear men
exclaim loudly againil human authority,

while they are aiiuming to themfelves an

of his Allan principles,) has given us the various
readings ct" thcNcw TclianiciU; but among thcni all,

the word «>.xcl{i-v for x?.>.Ty is not to be found ; tlicrc-

fore tiiis change of the word is iniirely on his own
judgment ; but as it happens to coincide with the plan
of our author, he adopts it with as much authority as

it it were really part of the facred text.

authority
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authority little lefs than divine, and at the

fame time that they are profelTing to hold

the opinions and decifions of all other men
in the utmoft contempt, are expelling that

all other men (hould pay the moft implicit

obedience to their own.

It is alfo a pra6lice more common than

decent, for an author to talk of the ab-

furdity of the pope's pretenfions to infalli-

bility, and at the very indant that he is doing

fo, to be putting on the triple crow?2, and

thrufting his own ipfe dixit into the papal

chair. Hence it is that the moft peremp-

tory diBators are ufually thofe who fpeak

moft againft dilating: andwhilft they will

fuffer no human authority, however refpec-

table, to be quoted againft them, where it

does not coincide with their own fenti-

ments, will yet catch at every thread of

teftimony they can lay hold on when it

makes at all for their fide the queftion.

—

How is it pofiible to argue onfair ground

with fuch unfair players at ho-peep ?—
Produce a cloud of commentators j they

are all defpifed as human authority : pro-

duce none, and you are defpifed yourfelf

for not producing them.

With
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With regard however to Bifhop Bunief,

I think 1 can give a tolerable good reafon

for his writing his little tracl concerning

Polygamy, though what he did was cer-

tainly a great blot in his character, if it

were only on account of his duplicity.

When the friends of the Proteftant in-

tereft faw that Charles the fccond was not

likely to have any ilTue by the infanta of

Portugal, to whom he was married, and

that therefore the crown was likely to de-

fcend to a popifli fuccellbr, they began to

put every engine at work that the King

might have an heir, as BurKCt himlclf

tells us in the hifhry of bis ov.n time,

vol. i. p. 261. J'ol. edit, from whence I

tranfcribe verbatim what follows :

'* ^^*hen the party faw they could make
" nothing of the buhncfs of the Duke of

*' Monmouth, they tried next by what
" methods they could get rid oi the

*' Queen; that fo the Kiiig might marry

" another wife : For the King had chil-

*' dren by fo many different creatures, that

" they hoped for ilfue, if he had a uife

?* capable of any. Some thought, the

" Qtieen and he were not legally married:

'' But the avowing a marriage, and the

" living
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living many years in that flate, did cer-

tainly fupply any defe6l in point of

form. Others pretended, fhe was bar-

ren from a natural caufe, and that

feemed equivalent to impotence in men.

But the King often faid, he was fure ihe

had once mifcarried. This though not

overthrown by fuch an evidence, could

never be proved, unlefs the having no

children was to be concluded a barren-

nefs : And the diflblving a marriage on

fuch an account could neither be jufti-

fied in law nor confcience. Other sto-

ries were given out of the Queen's per-

fon, which w^ere falfc : For I faw in a

letter under the King's own hand that

the marriage was confurnmated. Others

talked of Polygamy : And officious per-

fons were ready to thruft themfeives into

any thing that could contribute to their

advancement. Lord Lauderdale and

Sir Robert Murray afked my opinion of

thefe things. I faid, I knew fpecuhtive

people could fay a great deal in the way
of argument for Polygamy y and divorce :

Yet thefe things were fo decried, that,

they were rejected by all Cbrijlian fo-

cieties.'"

How
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How few men, even good men are there

who can totally withlland corrupt influ-

ence and court favor ! How eafy is it to

find arguments when we have a fecrct in-

tereft in wifhing a thing to be true ! Not-

withftanding Burnet had pronounced Po-

lygamy to be rejected by all Chr'tjliim Socic-

ties, yet he afterwards himfelf llated the

cafe which you have produced, and cer-

tainly gave his anfwer rather in favor of

it ; lllll however with great caution, and

not without being condraincd to own it as

a truths '* that Polygamy falls fhoit of the

" intendment of marriage in innocency, to

" which ilatc, we that are under the gof-

" pel mut\ return as near as it is poHible."

Upon the whole, Bilhop Bur?u't's telVi-

mony amountb to little more than a quef-

tion in cafuilfry [(;], which he endeavors

to folve in the moft favorable manni-r he

could to the prevailing court party; but

after all docs not pretend to ipeak deci-

fively on the fubjecl ; and though it ap-

pears from the tract itfelf, which I have

[G] The qucftion is this: Whether in any iaje

Polygamy be lawful under the gofpcl ?

How very different from the peremptory and abfo-

lute aflertion of tlic author of Thdyphthnj-ay that " Pi-
*' lygamy is laivful in itfelf-'

'

fcen
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feen in the Britifh Mufeum that he Ihewed

it to Lord Lauderdale^ who was then high

in the King's favor, yet there is no proof

at all that the Bifhop made it public him-

felf, or that it was ever printed by his own
approbation.

But who could have expe6led that good

DoBor Doddridge fhould ever have been

called upon as a Coadjutor to Polygamy,

in his note on i T^im. iii. 2. where he firft

gives the fentiments of Mr. Hallet and Mr.

Whijlon on the text, and then mentions his

own, by which he is fo far from approv-

ing Polygamy, that he calls it an irregular

praBicey to which the divi?2e ivifdctn had

fxed a brand of irifamy. However, if we
have a mind to know exactly what was

this excellent man's opinion of Polygamy,

we have only to confult his paraphrafe on

I Cor. vii. &c. where he has the following

remarkable words

:

" As the God of nature has for certain

" wife reafons implanted in the fexes a

" mutual inclination to each other, in or-

" der to prevent Fornication, and every

" other fpecies of uncleannefs, let every

" man have and retain his own proper

" wife J and let every ivoman have and re-

*' tain



Author of Thelypbthora. 3

1

*' tain her own hufband : for neltJier di-

" vorce nor Polygamy, are by any means
" agreeable to the genius of the gofpel.

" Again, The wife hath not power over

*< her own body, but hath by the marriage
*' covenant transferred it to the hufband ;

*' and in like manner alfo the hujhand hath

" not power O'vcr his oivn body^ but it is as

'' it were THE PROPERTY OF HIS
" WIFE.

In the imprcccmint of this chapter Doctor

DoddriJge makes the following jutlicious

obfervation :

'* It becomes us humbly to adore the

" divine wifdom and goodncfs manifelU'd

" in the formation of the iirll human
" pair, and in keeping up the different

** fexes throjgh all fuccccding ages, in fo

" jult a proportion, that titvv man might
** have his own wijf^ and rjcry li'onufi her

" oii'fi hujhand.

Methinks after tliefe conclufive teftimo-

nies from Dotlor Doddridgey my friend's

attempt to prove him an abettor of Poly-

gamy is fomething like that of the Iriili-

man who faid " he was fure there was

a dead man in the ditch, for he heard him
^roan.

I Lid
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Had the author of T^helyphthora been ra-

tified with the decifion of this found and

learned proteftant Divine on the text, v/e

iliould not have found him ftooping fo

very low as to alk inftru6lion from the

pope, or rather from a neft of Jefuits, by

adopting the fenfe of the Rhemijlo tefta-

ment on the paifage before us, and then by

way of mending the matter adding

Fas ejl et ah hojie doceri.

When he might with much more propriety

have exclaimed

Fledierefi ncqueo fuperos acheronta movebo.

But the cobler cannot take leave of this

important fcripture without once more

commencing critic ; and as he is threatened

with a future drubbing for his ignorance

and blunders in the explanation of this

chapter, he v/ill e'en try his hand once

more j that if the author of Thelyphthora

has any more difcipline to beftow upon

him, he may give it him all at once.

Upon revifmg what I faid in the Blef-

fmgs of Polygamy y p. 6i, 62, 63. I find I

have omitted to take notice of a very glar-

ing piece of partiahty, which my friend

has
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has fallen into in his tranllatlon of that

fame word £>c^1« which has already occa-

fioned fo much altei cation : for in the very

fame vcrfe where it relates to the man, he

renders it, Let him retaiii his wife. But

where it relates to the woman he renders

it, Let her keep to her hufband. His rca-

fon for making this wide difference of

fenfe in the very fame word, and in the

very fame vcrfe is very evident. But

though neither of the cxprdlions are io

jurt as that which our tranllators have

given us, yet 1 will 1 cadily leave it to your

choice to take the word retain or keep to

which ever you plcafe. If you choofe the

firl^, and tranllaic the one part of the

vcrfe. Let the bufhiind retain bis ivife^ ti^n

you muft tranllate the i-ther part, Let the

<i£)ij'e retain her bujhaud : And there's an end

of Polygamy that way.

But if yuu had rather take the other

expicHion, Let the wife keep to her hufj?iJy

then you mult alfo (as obferved in the

Bltfiiigs of Polygamy) render the latter

claufe Let the hujbdnd keep to his nvife. In

fliort choofe which expreilion you will,

only abide by it j but without the mod
ihameful abufe of the word of God, you

C cannot
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cannot give a different fenfe to the repeti-

tion of the fame word in the fame verfe.

But as my learned friend by his eluci-

dation of this chapter leaves the matter

open to the whole church of Corinth to

pra6lice Polygamy without any limitation

or reftriBian whatever, we may fuppofe

in order to make him confiflent with him-

felf, that he has found out by fome anti-

en t manufcript or tradition, that all the

married women whofe hulbands were mem-
bers of that church were either barren^

or lunatics^ or (colds,

Tiie cobler iias nothing more to fay in

the way of criticifm himfelf, but begs to

apply to the learned author of T'helyphtbora

for information whether the text in Mai. ii.

which our tranflators have rendered in the

lingular number " thee and the wife of thy

youth" be really {o in the original j or whe-

ther the words ftand in the Hebrew as

given us in Tbelyphthora, Ton and your

WIVES ? I am fure if our tranilators have

rendered the words in the fmgular number,

when they ought to have been in the plu-

ral, they have fhewn themfelves to be very

incorrect, though they have thereby made

the text fpeak ftrongly in favor of mono-
gamy :

1
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gamy : but if your tranflation be the true

one, then I confefs there is an ambiguity

in the phrafeology j antl that though thee

and thy ivifc can mean only two peribns or

tkcy t^main^ yet you and your iirca leaves

the matter {o much at large, that it may

take in one man with half a dozen wives.

Your explicit anfwer to this qucliion will

really much oblige me, as I alTure you I

liave alkecl no perfon but yourfelf, whether

you or the tranfl.Uors of the Dible are

nii;hr.

The author of Thchfbthcra totally

mifreprefents what the coblcr called " hiv

cbiccmcry." The expreflion alluded to was

the following :
'* That if by a woman in

the text (Matt. v. 2S.) a?iy luoman be meant,

then a man niay commit adultery by /coking

ot his own ii-ij.\'' This you have intircly

palled over, and inftead of it you affirm

that 1 charge you with chicanery^ tor faying

that the word adultery is never ufed but

where the defilement ai a niarried woman
is concerned IF].

viir.

[F] If this aflertion contain found divinity, then

fornication as well as adulterv is not forbidden by

C 2 the
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VIII.

The author defires me to afk myfelf if

I did not read his book with prejudice.

" Did not your prejudices (fays he) in-

cline you to wifti that they might rather

be juflified than removed ? "—I anfwer fin-

cerely, that notwithftanding the ftrong

prepoffeffions I had in favor of the au-

thor, yet 1 had imbibed very ftrong preju-

dices againft his performance before I read

it. Thefe prejudices I attribute in great

meafure to fome letters I had read, which

were written by one Paul of 'Tarfus on the

other fide of the queftion, and when I

came to read your book, I really thought

he was more than a match for you.

IX.

Though it feemed by our author's

fentiments as contained in the two firft:

volumes of Thelyphthora, that no fuch thing

as fornication could exift, yet he now tells

us there is fuch an animal in the world as

a whore, and gives us a moft wonderful

the feventh commandment, and if not by that com-
mandment, then by no other, and confcquently can

be no fin
J for ivhere no laiu is^ there is no tranj-

grejjion.

account
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account of this creature in the following

words

:

*' If this woman" (who has intercourfe

with one man and is therefore according

to our author, the wife of that man by the

divine law) " departs from x\i\sfrji man
" to another, the bond with the firlt is

*' totally \ acatcd by her act uf adultery i {o

** that the hi il man is totally rcleafed from
** her. If afterwards flie goes from man
*' to man, and fells or gives her favors pro-
*' mifcuoully to all alike, flic is every

*' bodys : no man can lay claim to her,

*' or look upon her as his property ^ or he

" injured as a given appropriated hulbniid

" might be, by her intidelity. She is in

" fliort, nullius inter bona^ and is an whore,
** hai lot or proflitute, in the true fenfe of

*' thefe words."

From this very extraordinary defuiition

it appears,

ill. That no unmarried woman (i. e.

according to our author's ideas of marri-

age) can be a whore.

2dly. That no woman whatever can

commit whoredom till Ihc has firft com-
mitted adultery.

C 3
cdly.
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3dly. That fhe can be guilty of no

whoredom till three men have had connec-

tion with her.

4thly. That as fornication is a lefs fin

than adultery, confequently the third man
who has intercourfe with her is lefs guilty

than the fecond.

5thly. That from the moment flie has

bellowed her favors on the third man,

file ceafes to be an adultrefs.

6thly. That if an action be brought by

the huiband for crim. con. with any man
but the fecond, it muft be laid for commit-

ting "whoredom with his wife, and not for

committing adultery.

That thefe are conclufions neceflarily

deducible from our author's definition and

premifes is clear at firft view : but with-

out animadverting upon them, let me afk

how agrees this do6lrine with fcripture ?

There we find, Dent. xxii. 13, 14, &c. &c..

that if fufpicion arofe in the hufband con-

cerning his new married wife that ihe was

not a maid, and if the tokeiis of her virgi-

nity could not be produced, (he was ad-

judged to have played the whore. So by

the Levitical law. Lev. xxi. 7. no prieft

was to take a wije that was a whore. By

which
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which it is evident that according to God's

judgment, though not according to the

judgment of x\iQ, 2m\\\ox QiTkcl\phtbci\:, a

woman might be a whore firft and a wife

afterwards. With him it is juft 'dec ^::rfd.

Truly, my friend, you are very kind to

propofe to me the leaving off tfo^ that my
ideas may not be di[ordered by frightful

dreams ; but iuch I'eems to be the confu-

fion of your own ideas, that I would ad-

vilc you to take an additional quantity of

coffee^ which I have heard is fometimes ef-

fectual towards dilTipating the fumes of the

imagination : Well indeed may you tell

me that you are *' perfectly convinced that

I have fcarcely one real idea of the book I

write againll," when the wiiter himfelf

has fcarcely one fixed idea of tiie fubjecl he

handles. And this perhaps is the true

caule why you complani that your book is

fo generally milunderilood.

X.

The author of Thelyphthora feems to lay a

great ibeis on the law of marrying the

brother's wife: ar.d where the furviving

brother had no wife nor children of his

own, there it was God's politive command
that
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that he fhould do fo : but I no more be-

lieve that he ordained this as a general law

where the next brother was already mar-

ried, than I believe he commanded the

widow and the wife to be married together.

ycfcpjjuss teftimony mud in this cafe be

conclufive, and the quotation which you

yourfelf bring from him, Antiq. lib. ix.

chap. 5. is full againft you, for there he

afferts that Mahlons kinfman refufed to

marry Ruth^ faying, ^'' he had already a wife

and children'' But our author adds,

*' 7iot a ivord that it was unlawful,'* But

does not the very anfwer he returned im-

ply this ?—However, the author eafily gets

over the matter in his ufual way, by affirm-

ing on the greatest of all authorities, ^uiz.

his own, that yofephus does not reprejent the

matter as the Bible does. Thel. vol. i.

p. 253. However, if the author would

eftabliOi his point, let him produce only

one example of the next brother marrying

the widow of the deceafed brother, when
he himlelf was a married man.—But I will

go farther irili.—Even fuppofmg that in

this particular inftance God himfelf had

commanded that the brother of the de-

ceafed, though a married man, fliould yet

efpoufe
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efpoufe the widow ; 11:111 this would be no

more proof that God approved of general

Polygamy, than it would be that he ap-

proved of general inceft, which marrying

a brother's wife was deemed to be, and wa^

forbidden as fuch under the Lcvitical law.

XI.

You are pleafed to fay you feel both

hurt and alhamed at my llnclurcs on the

Ifory of Juddb and Tanidr. Certainly the

cobler ought to be much obliged to you

for this great fenfibihty on his behalf; but

as he has taken the very words of the fa-

cred text, ami he tb/mks alfo the fenfe of

it, he hopes you will make yourlelf quite

eafy on his account ; ei'pecially as he doe^

not find that any other j)crlbn befides the

author of '^Thehphthora thinks he ha^ given

any wrong interpretation of the pallage

;

not to mention that this author has tx-

prtlfed himl'elf in fuch a manner on the

place in quellion that few, if any, of his

readers have been able to underlland him,

XII.

I leave it to you and Doctor Kennico: to

fettle the matter about the word not.

XIII.



42 The Coblers Letter to the

XIII.

That Jael a6led as a faithful fubje6l of

the Ifraelitijh ftate, I don't deny : but that

fhe alfo aBed under the immediate dirediion of

Gody is as clear as that the fun fhines at

noon-day. Read the fourth and fifth chap-

ters of Judges throughout, alfo PJdlm

Ixxxiii. 9. where the a6l of Jael to Si/era

is fpoken of as the diredl a6l of God. It

is true, this niatter does not affecl the pre-

fent controverfy either one way or other,

but it is grievous to fee the divine teftimo-

ny fo little regarded by one who certainly

ought to have more refpe6t for it.

XIV.

The cobler is challenged to find as

flrong a prohibition of Polygamy, on the

man's fide, as thsit Rom. vii. i, 2, 3. on the

woman's fide.

To bring that pafTage is meer trifling.

It is plain that the apoftle is there intro-

ducing the law as a hufband, to whom we

are all efpoufed by nature; and Chrifl as a

hufband, to whom all believers are efpoufed

by grace: therefore the grand and only

point he meant to prove was, that a be-

liever had no more to do with an abro-

gated
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gated law as a covenant of works, tlian a

widow who was married again has to do

with her firft hulband when he is dead and

buried If therefore St. Paul had in this

place fhcwn that it was equally criminal in

a man to have more wives than one, as it

was in a woman to have more hulbands

than one (though the one were as much a

truth as the other,) it would have been

quite foreign to his own purpofe. Hut

when our bleJled Saviour is confining him-

felf wholly tu the matters of adultery and

divorce, there he exprellly gives us to un-

dcrft^and that it is equally criminal in the

man to put av;ay his wife and marry an-

other, ai. it is in the wife to put away her

hulband and marry another. He faitB unto

them, /r/.crjir jliill Jut di^'iiy lis liijc aini

marry nnothcry ccmmittctb adultery againfi

her : atni If a ivoman J}:allput away her huf-

bandy and be married to another^ J}:c commit-

tetb adulttry, Mark \. 11, 12.

XV.
The author of'Tbehphtbora again challenges

the cobler in a very peremptory manner, to

produce one inftance of the dW\nc prohibi-

tion or difapprcbation of Polygamy. And
then
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then tells us, (perhaps rather too much ill

a way of triumph) that if I do fo, I JJoall

have the Old T^ejianient on my fide.

The cobler anfwers the challenge) fajl,

by producing that remarkable text, Deut,

xvii. 17. where God tells the IfraeliteSy that

when they were come into the land which

he fhould give them, the king which he

would choofe for them JJoould ?iot multiply

wives unto himfelf\ that his heart turn not

away.—Here is,

ifl, Abfolute prohibition j hepall Jiot mul-

tiply wives or have many wives, which is the

exprefs meaning of the word Polygamy.

2dly, Difapprobation, and the reafon of

it, left Polygamy, or the multiplying wives,

ihould turn away his heartfrom God,

But that the interpretation of this im-

portant text of fcripture may not reft on

my own decifion, I fhall back it with a

teftimony, which, to an unprejudiced mind,

muft carry with it full convi^llon : and

this fhall be from a comment on the Bible,

which was fet forth (as ordered by the

committee for religion) by a confiderable

number of thofe found, learned, and evan-

gelical divines which compofed the Wefl-

rainfter Aflembly, and before publication

fubmltted
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fubmittcd to the pcrufal and coricclion of

them nil together, as is cxprclFed in the

preface to the work itfelf ; and therefore

muft be regarded nut as the judgment of

a Hngle individual, or of one commentator,

but as conveying the fcnfe of a large bo<ly

of the greateft, abkO, and lull men that

perhaps ever compofed any fynod fuice the

days of the apoftles.

Thefe faithful and ortho<iox divines thus

exprefs themfelves on tlie text in quelVion

:

** If kings may not [i.e. mult
i
pis tckvj]

*' much lei's their fubjecls, fincc it is of
*' more moment that they have children

" than inferior j>crfons; and though the

" patriarchs had more wives than one at

** once, it was not according to the firll

** inftitution of marriage. \^ce anmt . on

*' Gen. iv. 19.] It was never allowed by
" God, though {y)X a time tolerated, upon
*' realbns which conccin not our times.

*' And this might be rather forbidden to a
*' king, becaufe of the power of his ex-
** ample upon the manners of his people."

Suffer me to bring one more text of

fcripture, which though quoted in the

Blejitigs of Polygamy is not of Icls weight

on that account.—The pallagc alluded to.

i:>
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is that Lev, xviii. 18. Neither Jhalt thou

take a ivife to her ffter, (or as it ftands in

the margin, ojie wife to ayiother) to vex her

^

to uncover her Jiakednefs, befide the other in her

life time,

I know you will not allow the marginal

reading to be the true fenfe of the words,

and may perhaps tell me, as you do upon

another occafion, that " I have not called

in a fngle comme?itator, hiflorian^ ' or other

author to tny aidJ' However, I will now
call in the corroborating teftimony of one

of the moft judicious and unexceptionable

men that ever lived in my behalf. Good

old Mr. Perkins, who certainly fhone among

the brighteft ftars which adorned the church

of Ejighmd during the reign of Queen Eli-

zabeth^ and who for piety, learning, and

deep fkill in cafuiftry, was equalled by few,

exceeded by none. This able and found

divine, treating on the text in queftion,

thus writes,

" This place is a flat prohibition of the

^^ fin of Pclygamy : for to take a wife to

" her lifter, in the Hebrew phrafe, is no-

" thing elfe but to take two wives one to

" another. The like form of fpeech is ufed

" otherwhere by Mofes, as Exod. xxvi. 3.

" Five
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" Five curtains fliall be coupled together

" (the woman to her fiftcr,) that is, one
*' to another; and the other five curtains

*' fliall be coupled (the woman to her fif-

'* ter) that is, the one to the other. Ezck.

" i. 9. 1 he four beads were joined with
*' their wings (the woman to her fifter,)

•* that is, the one to the other. Again,

" Mofei himfelt' there alledgcth two rcaibns

*' againd: Polygamy : the one is, becaufc

" the man is to love, chcrifli, and com-
•* tort his wife; whereas, if he Ihould take

*' unto him another belidcs her, he lliould

" greatly vex his firft lawful wife. The
*' other, becaufe by that means he fliould

" uncover the ihame of his wife; that is,

*' he Ihould play a very iliflionell part with
*' her, to whom he was before lawfully

" married." Perkins ofi Chrijiiun Oeconcmy

or Houjhold Government^ vol. iii. p. 677.

The very fame interpretation which Mr.

Perkins gives, do the Aiiembly of Divines

alfo give of this fcripture in their comment
before quoted. 1 he following arc their

own words. " Thib is not to be under-

" flood only of another natural filler, as

*' if a man might have two wives, fo they

" were not fuch fillers, or two fillers one
*' after
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*' after another to wife, the latter upon
*' the death of the former, for the mar-
** riage of the brother's wife is forbidden

" before, ver. 16. and by confequence a
*' woman muft not marry her fifler's huf-

" band, and fo two fifters are already for-

*' bidden to be married to one man.—'
" Wherefore it is moft probable, that this

" is a prohibition of Polygamy, /. e, of
'* having more wives than one at once

;

** that one may not be a vexation to the

" other, which is likely to fall out not
" only betwixt natural fifters, as Leah and
" Rachel, but betwixt thofe that are not
" of kin, as betwixt Hannah and Fenin^
" nah. And for the vjovA Jijier in a ge-

" neral acceptation, it may be applied to

" any woman^ as the word brother to a7iy

** man. Gen. xix. 7. And it is to be noted,

" that it is fometimes to be applied to

" things, which, in propriety of fpeech,

** come not under fuch a title or denomi-
** nation, as the wings of the beaft, Ezek,
'* i. 9. are faid to touch a woman to her

^^ Jijier, as the Hebrew phrafe carrieth it."

Now what fays my friend to thefe autho-

rities ? I dare fay he will not fcruple to af-

firm that they are not worth minding. But

I what
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^hat if Mr. Perkins and the Aill-mbly of

Divines had fpoken the language of 'Tht'-

lyphthora? Then what liigh cnQomlums

would they have received ! Truly, wc
may fee that throughout life, tie tra-

seller ivho bloived hot and eold ivitb theJatne

ftiouthy is no uncommon character.

XVI.

The cc;blcr is accufcd of tittuckir:^ ,...

own oldfriend^ and is put in mind of the

apoftlc's advice, j ^tej]'. iv. i 1 . Study to be

quiet.

Jt is eafy to give advice, liard to fol-

low it ourfclvcs. 1 grant however, that the

above apollolic counfcl may be more fuited

to the cobler as a layman, than to the au-

thor of Thclyphthora as a miniller ; as that

author mult well remember a converfatioa

fome years ago between two certain cler-

gymen, when the one told the other '* he

intended to letrje off preaching and be

quiety " Ahy Sir, (anfwcred the other) the
*

' devil loi-es quiet /ninijiers .
'

'

As to attacking his friend, this charge

the cobler denies. It is true he attacked

the errors of his friend, but the perfon of

his friend he endeavored to treat with re-

D fpe^%
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Ipecl:, love, and regard. He wiflies the

author of ^hclyphtbora had obferved the

fame ruh,

XVII.

The author of T^helyphthora accufes the.

Gobler of fettmg forth " th^fairfex in fuch

*' a light of 'vengeance and affajfination^ and
** in fhoit, as fuch afet offuries^ as to out-

*' do, if pofilble, the three famed daugh-
*' ters of Acheron and Nox.'* He then ad-

vifes the cobler " to put fome fnakes into

** their hair in the next edition, and then

" they may pafs for the lineal defcendants

*' of AleBo ^ Megcera, and T^ifiphone^ He
then adds, " I marvel not that my friend

" has ftill to complain with Horace.

*' Martiis ccelebs quid agam calendisV

Ah ! my good fiiend, 'tis too late to of-

fer the ladies fugar-plums^ when you have

been pelting them with hailjhnes and coals

offire 5 and placing them in a light little

iuperior to Haves in a Tiirkijh feraglio.

But the cobler has no caufe to dread their

difpleafure for any thing that he has faid,

concerning the tendernefs and delicacy of

their feelings in his late piece, or of the

efFeas-
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1

effects of that univerfal jealoufy which the

doctrine contained in Thetyphii:ra will

certainly fprcad among them. The injured

fex cannot yet have forgotten—but,-;/;-;f/

altd mente rcpojlum—a certain note cci:-

ceming queen Vajhti^ which moft of them

Jiave adjudged far more proper to have

come from an ejjiern biijl:aw than a cLrif-

tlan di'-jifie. However, the cobler has ihll

too much regard fjr his old fricjhi, (not-

withftanding his fevcrc pcrfonal rcflcclion,

couched under the line from Horace,) cither

to lend the females his Jirap, or to put

fjiakes into their heads ; being certain that

the firft objet^^ of their vengeance would

be th e de voted au t ho r of ThclyphdK ra. But

if that author has a mind to view fome of

the blejfed effe^s of his own fyltcm wb.cn

cllablilhed by law, let him look at the

windows of our picturc-lhops, and there

he will be entertained with a print of two

women belaboring a poor hen-pecked man,

and under it, as nearly as I can recollect,

the following words : Pflxgrmy in perfec-

tion^ or Docfor Madman brought to the right

ufe cfhisfrfes.

But if the author of Thelyphthora has any

meaning at all in bringing the above line

D 2 from
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from Horace, (the introdu6lion of which is'

deemed, even by his beft friends, to be a

maderpiece of infolence and rudenefs,) it

muft be the following—" Mr. Hill has ufed

" the female fex fo ill, that no wonder
" none of them will marry him."—But as

it is true on the one fide, that

^Therefwhns no goofefo grey y buffoon or latey

Canfindfome honcfl ganderfor her matey

So it is equally true on the other, that

l^'bere is no Jack but may have his Gill-,

In proof of which I fhould be very unwilling

to produce the author of T'hclyphthora.

However, I had much rather be lamenting

with Horace—
*' Martlis ccelebs quid agam calendtSy*

Than to be joining the cry of every old

letcher and battered rake in the kingdom,

upon the profpe6l of Polygamy being

eflabliflied by law,

mihi preterites referetfi 'Jupiter annos I

1 am fure if I had no higher eflimation

of the marriage ftate than what I could

form upon VG^ding^/helypbthora, I had much
rather continue a batchelor all ray life,

than
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than hai1">or a thought of entering; Into it.

But {o far am I from thinking that any

thing I have advanced in the lU^IJiugs of

Polygamy may be the means of incurring

the difapprobation of the fex, tl^at 1 am
flattering myfelf tiiat however mucli reafon

I may have had to lament my having hi-

therto lived Hngle, yet (though not quite in

the prime of hfe) I may now find a favor-

able reception from ibmc kind and amiable

help meet. But liappy indeed may the

author of Thcl\'pl::hora cllcem himfelf that

he made the marriage-knot fure before he

acquainted the world with his ideas of

Polygamy, othcrwife I think the poci's

lamentation for the calcuds of Miircb mull

liavc been liis all his life l()ng[G].

I have only to adil, tliat if my friend

wants a motto for his next publication,

inflead of going to St. Paul for it, I would

advife him to have recourfe to the cclejlial

brilliancy of DOCTOR (;RAIiAM him^

felj\ and to take the confpieuous words

[G] Even this lir.c of H:rjce fhcws, that the h. a-

thcn nations riippofcJ that fomc external I'orm was
ncccllary bctoic maniaL^c, oiherwire this lafcivious

poet would hardly have Itiled himdlt ca/rlsy a batchc-

lor, ab it is to be feared he had been frci^uently mnr-
ricdj according to the Thdyphtrcrinn fj Item.

i3 3 which
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which are painted on the outfide of his

houfe in Fall-Mall^

"SACRED TO HYMEN/'

Efpecially as the ele<5lrical, hymeneal beds,

on which the doftor advertifes to touch Jo.

delicately^ may prove very convenient for

the accommodation of an additional wife

now and then : For as to the ladies living

together v^^-dcr the fame roof, I think it

muft be quite given up, fnice we can

harcL'y foppofe there would fubfift a fuf-

ficient decree of harmony between them,

even to put them on a footing with Bayei's

two kings of Brentford, who came infmeU
ling at the fame nofegayS^'S,

I muft here beg leave to obferve, that

J^oBor Graham as v,'ell as the author of

a T'reatife on Female Ruin, complains that

the defjgn of his celejiial bed is much mijiin-

derflood through ignorance and prejudice, and

aifures the public, in the exa6l language of

T'hlyphthora, that this fame ele6lrical torus

is by no means intended to be ufed in an

unlimited indifcriminate manner, but is re-

[H] Preface to the third vol, of Ihd. p. 8. note.
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ierved '* only for married persons,"

that he has nothhig in view but to promote

the pubHc good, to prevent impurity^ cdul-

Ury, and d'rccrcc^ and to encourage /><?/•///«/-

tion in many noble and illujirious famiIta ^

which are now without heirs to hiherit

tJicir titles and ellates, and therefore he

aflbres hinifelf oi the patronage and appro-

bation of the great, the l:arncd^ and '1 HE
GOOD; and hopes for thnt hcnrcoUncc a^:d

encouragement Jr^m thf Lf.gislaturk

which the 'cafl importance cfthe object merits,"

—The Doctor ilicn addi. the following

fiota bine.

^ IN order to deter the wantonly

lafcivious, the mere votaries cf plcafuic

from polluting the Te.mi'li: of Hvmkn,
the following lines are written in golden

capitals over the grand entrance.

OTAril AKA0APTOI EIIITn!

Procul ! O Prccul ef.e profani. ViRf;.

Keep afar off ye profane ones

!

Sec Do^cr Graham' AhjlraH^ iffc. given »t

the door to fuch as nttcnd his electrical

experiments, and compare it with 77^^-

iy^hthora.

I3ut
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But notwithftanding the grave prdcut ejle

frofani of the medico-eleSirical Do5for and

the pious admonitions of the author of The-

lyphtkora to -x holy ^ndifiber ufe of Polygamy,

and to avoid an excefs of it j notwithftand-

ing the joint afturances of thefetwo adven-

trous perfonages that their highly extolled

noftrums o^ Polygamy 2ind hymeneal eleciricity

are only meant to promote the welfare of

the community in general, as well as the

hap.pinefs of private families in particular,

to put a flop to divorce, adultery, &c. and

to encourage population, by furnifhing

heirs to titles and eftates ^—yet, certain

curious perfons who regard not the apof-

tles advice, of being quiet and minding their

own bufnefi^ but muft needs take a peep

behind the curtain^ have been hardy enough

to try ' to perfuade the world that other

ends of a very different nature are likely to

be anfwered by the fyftems delivered to the

world both by the one and the other of

thefe learned gentlemen.

To



Author jj Tb(}yplibGra. 57

To CONCLUDE:
1 am told by the author of -Thehpbthora^

tliat "forbearance is r.o acquittance^'' (great

fcrbeara?jce truly,) and that tlic light in

which he lluill find himrdt obliged, in juf-

ticc to the public (to fay nothing of 'TU-

hpbthora,) to place mc as a critic and a

fhHohgij}, v.ill hardly be more difagrccablc

to myfclf than to the author. Then he adds,

*' but be it remcmbrreJ^ Sir, (a conviction

;dready drawn i-n i-i *M- h.v !1^:l -Ic,) [I]

[1] Wc n.iy p- ;ki1l mc \vii<,;: c; l.ic convi£lioa
to run as follo\*H :

Couniyof) HE IT RKMKM! \ that on the

b ). ^ t'xenty-thirii Jjj cf . it pall, and in
To wit. 3 the twrnty-fnft year of the reign of his

fovcrcign majcfty lord Grorge, of Great - Britain,

France, and Inland, king difemlcr of the faith, and fo

forth. /v/V//</r./ /////, of /y<;u//,';nr', in tin "•-

/o^, /•<7riV.Y/cr,oth(.T\virer:/'/('r,wj< duly (' . c

nie, M.^rtinus Sct'tbiirui^ Efq. oneoj his maiclly's juf-

iccs :illigncd to keep the peace within the faid county, of
diverscrimesnnd mifdemcanors inthcartof rri/it7///jand

phildi^Yy he tl»e faid Richard Hil!^ oihcr\vifc xhc cshUr^

not being duly qualified nor licenfcd by the laws of
Thdypl.'t/.cra loexercilV the art or rnvftcry o( critic':fmot
fhiloiogy aforclaid. I therefore thr faid jufticc, upon
due confidcra.ion had of ihepremifcs, do adjudge that
the faid RtcLird Hill^ otherwife the cU'icr^ hath in-

curred the penalty of public whippirg^ which faid

penalty, I the within named jufticc fhall inflict on
the faid delinquent hy my own ha.-id and rod, within
the fpace of three months next cnfuing from the date
hereof. Given under my hand and feal, the day and
year afore faid. Martinis Scrillerus.

that
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that happen what may, you have nobody

to thank but yourfelf." In fhort, the

cobler has lamed the author's hobby horfey

and has fent him limping and wincing

away, and tlierefore in return he is re-

folved that the hobby horfe fhall kick the

cobler's brains out. But, parce 772hiis, magfie

facerdos, Pleafe to recolIevSt, that X.oforbear

threateningy is an apofloUc injunction. Let

me alfo put you in mind, that though the

cobler in this piece has adminiftered a little

moderate correction by leatherings yet the

eivly the harnmery the pinchers^ and the par-

ing-knifey have not yet been taken up in his

defence 5 and thefe are dangerous weapons

to fall under.

Though the cobler would wifii to main-

tain the fpirit of a Chrifilan^ yet he is not

exempt from the feelings of a man: there-

fore, though he will not fay

Ner.io me impune lacejjity

Yet he begs leave to let you know that

there are a few lines in the fatires oi Horace

which, upon fome occafions, may be more

applicable to him than he himfelf w^ould

wifh in his cooler moments.

•Ut
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' >-- Ut pcrcat rubiginc telum

Ncc qvifquam noccat, cupiJonilhi pacis, at ille

Qui me commorit, melius non tangcrc clamo
yiebit, Ij'c. is'f.

Peace is my dear delight, not FUurj\ more.
Yet touch mc and no miniftcr fo fore. PcPE.

But after all I am fully perfuatlcd that,

as two ftpiratc individual, this controveify

is not likely to do cither you or nic any

good in a lj)iritual way, though I clUxmcd

it abfolutc mattt;r of duty in rac, to tutcr

my protelt againil the unfcriptural doctrine

and dangerous tendency of Ihclypkthcra,

Having (lone this in two publications, I

Ihall be happy to fay with regard to all

controvcrfv,

H:c .... co'ftus iJt'tcmque rcpono.

But whether I am to add the other word
(vi.'lor) or to turn it into vi^us, I mull

leave others to determine. One thing how-
ever is certain, that every day our pens are

cxerciled in 'vain jangliugs and difputings.Vi'c

have rcafon to kment with one of old,

when a day palled over his head without

his having done any good, " PcrJiJimus

d/'t'm." God grant we may neither of us

have caufe to cry out with another

*' Hcuf vitamferdidi cpcrofe nihil agendo.'*

Or
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Or with a third great man of modern me-

mory, who had juft ftrength enough to fay

at the lafl gafp, " The battle isfought^ but

the viBory is lojlfor ever,''

N. B. The cobler finds fome queries

prefixed to the fecond edition of I'helyph-

thora-, but as many of them confift in beg-

ging the queflion, as others of them are

bejide the queftion, and as the objections

contained in moft of them are confidered

and anfwered in the BleJjtJtgs of Polygamy

y

therefore the cobler will not animadvert

on them particularly.—-Befides, it is ru-

mored about that thefe queries were bor-

rowed by the author of Thelyphthora,

Poflfcript,
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^ fc

Poltfciipt.

CINCE I wrote the foregoing letter I

have looked again into your Preface to

the third volume, where I find an extract

of a letter from a rcvcmid and karufd ccr-

rcfpondnit of your's in favor of it. You
have not indeed told us by whom the let-

ter itfelf was written, but as I really be-

lieve there is only one reverend and learned
Divine in all En-land (and I do allow him
to be a truly uprii^ht and valuable man,)
who no\v approves your book, though Wxc-
ral others were at firll Itaggcred by its

plauiibllity, I could ventme to name the

perfon without miftake, as certainly as I

could have determined who was meant by
the author of Thchphthra though his

Treatife were anonymous. However if

epillolary tellimonies muft be admitted on
the one fide, they certainly may on the

other

;
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other : And as I dare fay you will think

I cannot follow a better example than

your own, permit me to cite a few paf-

fages from fome letters which I have now
in my pocket on the fubje6l. The firft

fliall be an extra6l from one minifler to

another, with a fight of which I have lately

been favored.

" I hope you are going on with zeal,

** comfort and fuccefs in the bleffed work
" of an evangelift—make full proof of
** your miniftry—the days are evil, the

" love of many is waxed cold—-fome have
'* brought in damnable errors—others

•' turn the grace of God into lafciviouf-

" nefs, and fome have difcovered the ad~

" vantage 2ind. privilege of Polygamy in the

" new T^ejiament ! ! I

*' The reafoning, fophiftry, chicanery,

" fallacy and poifon of that book at firft

"appear plaufible and infmuating, but

" the charm prefently vanifhes, the purity

•* of the gofpel fhines through every at-

" tempt to fully its brightnefs—-and we
** difcover the cloven foot of this angel of
'* light—and as a difcerning miniller ex-

•* prelTed it, pronounce the book to be
** Satan s plea, for a libidinous appetiteT

The
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Tlie fccond (hall be from a joint fiicncl

of yoiii's and mine> a gentleman of known

learning and true religion, which I only

received laft night.

** We have pcrufcd with groat plcMliirc

** The Blcflings of Polygamy," thinking

" tlie arguments conclulivc, and admiring
*' the fpirit in which it is written. To
*' tell you the truth the only fault we find

** with it is that wc think you arc too la-

'^^ viih in your encomiums upon the au-

*' thor of Tbchphthora. And wc arc

" fori y to fee that they have f > litile effcc>,

" by obferving that he advcrtifcs a 3d vol.

*' with a letter to you. 1 lliall be curious

*' to fee what he has to fay in reply."

The third Hiall be from a veiy worthy

and learned friend of mine, wlio I hope

will pardon the liberty I take in printing

his letter (never dcfigncd for public vicvs

)

without his knowledge > but as I am in-

debted to him for that judicious quotation

from IVall'^ Hi/icry cfhfant Raptijhi, which

is contained in it, T think it much more

honeft to tell the world from whence I

had it, than to let them fuppofe, I had col-

leflcd it in the courfe of my own reading.

" D£AJl
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" Dear Sir,
" I fliould have acknowledged the receipt

" oiJheBleJJiJigs ofPolygamy dijplayed (oonQV-y

" but I was informed that you was gone
" out of town J and I did not hear of your
" return till Wednefday laft. I have read

" it with great fatisfa6lion j and, as an in-

" dividual, have reafon to fay, that God
" has made this unhappy controverfy about

^' Polygamy (like fome others) a means of

" information and fettlement to my mind.
*' Long before I heard ofMr.M 'shook

** I had been puzzled as to this point ; and
" the reading of T^helyphthora almoft per-

*' fuaded me to embrace the unchriftian doc-

" trine. However, at prefent I am fatisfied

** that, as a do6trine, it is inconfiflent with

" theNew Teflament ^ and, when pra6lifed,

" full of the mod dreadful confequences.

*' Formyfatisfa6lion in this important mat-
*' ter, I am indebted to many, butefpecially

" to you. Sir, as an author, and to my dear

'* friend Mr. N— as a bofom companion.
" I have not read much of Mr.M 's

" reply to your addrefs, but, from what I

" did read, am forry io fee him fo much
" and fo unjuftly out of temper with you,

** As to his threatening to expofe you as a

^' critic,
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*' critic, (fo far as I am capable of judging)

" you have no caufc to fear him.

" Should you fend out another ccuion,

«* the following quotation may perhaps

*' flrengthcn what you fay at p. 66, 67.

*'
I cllecm it very .naterial to obferve by

*' the bye this emphafis of the word .^J-s.*,

** for apprehending the force of a teKt or

*' St. Paul againll the Polygamilb. Thelc

" men prcfume to fay, that there is no
*' prohibition in the New Tcllamcnt of

the plurality of wives to one man. St.

Paul I Cor. vii. i, 2. perfuadei people,

if they can be fo content, to an anfolutc

continence ; but if they cannot, he al-

lows man iage : but with tbis limitation

«*
ttvifx \yj--^. The true tranflation of

*' which words is, Lft rccry mart bjir lis

**
0-^7; tcijcy ami let rjer^ ivoman have a huf-

*' band peculiar to Ivr.—For as when Jrif-
**

totle fays i^»e> -«to to*; ak6:w=rotc : It were a

*'
very imperfcft rendering to trar.llate it

;

" men have this of their own : which ought
*'

to be, this is fropery or peculiar^ to men.
** And where he fays, « ot B»Tpa;^oc »^o> ix,»»

*'
T»)» yX'jiCij-x*

; to fay. Frogs make their oi::n



66 Ihe Coblers Letter to the

*' 7ioife, would not reach the fcnfe : which
*' is, that Frogs make a noife peculiar to

" themfehes. So it is an imperfe6l tranf-

*^ lation of the foiefaid words of the apo-?

*' ftle, which our Englifli gives, Let every

^' woman have her own hufhand. The word
*' fignifies, cue peculiar to her.''

That the Lord Jefus may keep you, and
caufe you to fhine more and more untq

the peife6l day is the ftncere defire of

Dear Sir,

Your very affectionate friend.

And obliged humble fervant,

-^t vS" "S
•

P. B. The proper force of the word i^io(i^

as oppofed to xo»i/t>,-, may alfo be feen, A<^s

I conclude the whole of thefe epiftolary

teftimonies (though I could produce a

great many more) with one which con-

tains a practical comment on our author's

dodrine. I have tranfcribed it from a

letter v/ritten by a laborious miniller of

the
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the Ciiurcb of England to another clergy-

man, who lately inclofcd it to mc. Speak-

ing of the pernicious cfFefls of Tbelypb^

tbora in various places, he goes on as fol-

lows :

" There was 211 inflancc of this, a fevv

*' weeks ago, at L 1. A man amongft
** the Independcnrs tlicrc, who had a wife

•' and five children, upon the ftrength of
** Mr. o authority, prevailed upon a

*• widow (wlio kept a public houfe, and

had alfo (uc childicn by her late huf-

band) to believe that Polyg.itny was law-

ful. She was weak enoui;ii 10 receive

" him, his wife and five children into her

** houfe; his wife was foolilh enough to

*' go with him : they lived for a time ap-

*' parently comfortably together ; the wi)-

*' men lat on each fide him at tabic, and
*' when CLiliomers came in tlv y fcixcd

** them by turns. The widow (as might
** be expeclcd) proved with child, and
" when her friends attempted to part them,
*' and argued with the man upon the

*' wickedneG- of his conduel (with Mr.
" 's book in his hand,) he defendeii

" himfelfagainll all they could fay. Thus
** you fee *• Jhe BUjpngi of Foiygamy begin

•• to

((

(<
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" to be di[played, but what muft the aii-

*' thor of fuch an abominable perform-
" arice think of himfelf, when fuch con-
" fequences enfue?"

I imagine that, by this time, the author

bf Thelyphthora has feen as many extracts

from letters as he wifhes to read, and am
^Ifo afraid that my Supplement toi the
** Blejfings of Polygamy' will, if I add any

more, be like the Supplement to Chambers's

T>i5liQnary, more bulky than the work it-

felf 5 I therefore beg to fubfcribe myfelf.

Rev. and dear Sir^

Still your fincere friend.

And well-wiflier^

The COBLER.

F I N I 3.
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1hi folio vjing Exira^i cf a L(!:e: having ber: ve-

celled/nice lie uhoie cf my Pn'i' llet li-as prinud

cff^ andjlitched upy 1 an, ibi.gid to pUce it Zikere

it Jlandi.

Mv DEAR Sir,

I
J lave juft finiflicd the reading of Mr.
M 's third i.\ry vclumc on his tavoriic

topic. His letter to you, Sir, which concludes

this dull, tedious compilation from popiih

councils, lynods, fathers, &c. gave me not a

little concern j not upon your accounr, but his.

'J he very rcfpcvfltul and friendly ftyle with

which you accollcd him through your whole
book, when compared with the unceremonious,
pert, and fneering diahct which dilgrace* his

pcrtormance, muft exhibit a contrail very

much 10 Mr. M's difadvaniagc, in the eye of
every man of candor and good breedinL-;. In-

deed, Sir, 1 feared, upon the firll pcToljl of
your book, that you had rather exceeded in

the declarations of your friendfhip and rcl'pccl

for this reverend PoIygamilV, and the event
hath at leaft proved, that Mr. M. was unpre-
pared forfueb an addrefs. His reflections, in

fomc parts, are groiWy pcr/cfini, both wnen !ic

fpeaks in plain Englilh, and when he wraps
up the obnox.ous fentiment in learned fcraps,

(patches^ Horace would call them) of Latin.

Some of his notes arc puerile and nugatory to

the hid degree, and carry with them luch an
appearance of confummare pcdan:ry, as muib
difgud every reader of true ]i[crary tallc.

And I mud declare, that his letter through-

out is void of that liberality, to which lie

*E
'

" kerns
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feems to lay lb much claim. As for his cri-

ticiims, upon ibme parts of your book, the

fchool-boy, q^iii uno partain coltt djje Alincrvam,

ought to be alhamed of them, ^md as for

his mode of handhng your arguments, it is

executed with fuch a cautious hand, as if the

wary cafuift feared they would burn his fingers.

But, ic feems, Sir, your " learned friend,'* not

content with the elaborate ftridures he has

already made upon your piece, intends fome-

thing ftill more formidable and fcvere againfl

you, in the light of a pbilologij}. I am forry

to fay, this intimation carries with it (bmething

extremely unamiable. Mr. M. afFeds philo-

logical knowledge -,- but he defcends io low

fometimes, that his critiques are only worthy

of the

" Tribes of word- catchers that live on fyllables."

However, he fhould ceafe his triumphing as a

philologill, till he has anfwered the Monthly
Reviewers. For, in the opinion ofmany, equal

in clafTical knowledge to Mr. M. thefe able

cafuifts have refuted every argument which he

hath founded upon biblical criticifm ; and

they have challenged him to a fair combat.

He may affect to treat their ftriftures with

fovereign contempt: but under that lies con-

cealed a dread to take up the gauntlet •, of

which they feem fo juftly convinced, that they

declare publicly they " look upon him as

yielding them the palm." .

*' 1 remain, dear Sir,

" Your moft obliged friend,

" And obedient fervant."

May 23, 1781. ** *.
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T O

THE READER.
A H E following Obfervr.tlon? arc oftcred

from Motives of f nccrc Regard for the

prefcnt and future Ilapplncfs of Mankind.

Tlicy are dcfigncd to remind you of

the true Meaning of the Paffagcs of the

New Tcftamcnt rcfpecfting the Laws ot

Marriage, and to obviate the erroneous

Interpretations of them lately publillied in

the Trcatifc 0:1 Female Ruin. A Treatifc

which the Author of thcfc Obfcrvations

hath been induced to confidcr, not from

any Apprchenfions of tlie Influence of it

upon the fmcere Chrillian acquainted with

the Senfe of the facred Writings, . but from

a View of the Illufion, and Encouragement

that may rcfult from it to the Uninformed,

;he Prejudiced, and Vicious.

Perfons



[ vi ]

Perfons of this Defcriptlon will ever be

diipofed to credit Suggeflions that favour

their Condu-fl, and would gladly intrench

themfelves under the Sandion and Autho-

rity of a Preacher of the Gofpel, in the

prefent Cafe, however averfe they may be

from attending to his Jnflrudlions m other

Inflances.

That the following Obfervations may

conduce to the Promotion of the Purpofes

for which they are offered, is the Objed: of

the fmcereft Wiihes of your, C^c.

London,
Od. 3, 1780.

THE
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p o L r G A M r

EVINCE D.

1 H E Author of Thclyphthora having afil-rtcd

that Polygamy ' allowed by the Law of Mole?,

is not prohibited by theGolpcl,* and that it was

impolTible that our bleflrd l.orii, who came not

to deftroy the Law, but to fulfil it, fliould con-

demn Polygamy as Adultery, we fliall only con-

fider and obviate this Writer's erroneous Inter-

pretations of the Parages of the New Tcila-

ment rcfpecling thofe Points.

For if thcfe PaflTages of the New Teflamcnt

are found to afford no Foundation for our Au-

thor's Pofitions, he mult appear to have been

but
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but erecting a Caftle in the Air, and, after all

the Expence of Labour he hath incurred, his

mighty and elaborate Superftrufture muft fall

to the Ground. Moft certainly, nothing lefs

than the Authority of Revelation can deter-

mine on the Points here treated; the facred

Writings are our only certain Rule of Faith and

Condu£l, and to no Truths Hiould we more rea-

dily fubfcribe than to thefe aflerted by thofe early

Writers of the Church, who, notwithftanding

their Errors are acknowledged, by one, who

was as little partial to them as our Author, to

have been ' the chief Ornaments of the Ages in

which they lived;' " that we are not to attend

to human Aflertions, but to eflablifh our

Queftions by the Scriptures, which are our moft

certain, y-ax^ovh yovyi octto^u^iCj or rather our only

Demonflration of the Truth of therri ; and that

3f&7rv£ur» 'yp(x.(pi)<; : every AfTertion and Acfciony

or every Thing that is faid or done, ought to be

Confirmed by the Evidence of the divinely-

infpired Writings."

—

Clemzns Jlsx. Strom, Bufil

Ethu,

Let us proceed to the Confideration of tht

PafTages of the New Teitament erroneoufly in-

tcrpietei



C 9 )

terpretcd by our Author. The Author of

Thelyphthora aflerts that our blefled Lord's

Difcourfcs, in the Beginning of the nineteenth

Chapter of St. Matthew, and of the tenth of

St. Mark, as well as in other Parts of the New
Tcftament, concerning the Laws of Marriage,

relate only to Divorce, yet muft we affirm that

they alfo condemn Polygamy; and that Poly-

gamy allowed by the Law, is therefore for-

bidden under the Golpcl. The Truth of thefe

Pofitions, muft evidently apj)ear to all who
impartially review thofc Paliages.

' The Pharifees came to our Lord tempting

him, and faying unto him, Is it lawful for a

Man to put away his Wife for every Caufe ?

And he anlVered, and faid unto them. Have
ye not read, that lie who made them at the

Beginning, made them Male, and Female r' As

though he had faid, have ye not read, in the

Mofaic Account of the Creation, that God,

from the Beginning of it, when he certainly

conftituted human Nature in a Way mod con-

ducive to your Happincfs, in creating your firft

Parents, made them Male and Female, or ona

Man, and one Woman, which would neither

allow of Divorce or Polygamy ? < And faid, for

B this
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this Caufe fhall a Man leave Father and Mother,

and fhall adhere to his Wife^ and they twa

fhall be one Flefh^ wherefore they are na

longer two, but one Flefh ; what therefore

God hath joined together, faith he, under the

Difpenfation of the Gofpel, let not Man fepa-

rate, or put afunder.' Let the Bond of Ma-

trimony be efbeemed fuch as nothing can dif^

folve, except what can make them ceafe to be

one Flefh by rendering the Perfon of one,^

common to fome third Perfon. They a-re not

to be feparated unlefs they have rendered

themfelves one Flefh with fome other.

' They fay unto him, Why" then did Mofes

command to give a Writing of Divorcement,

and to difmifs or put her away ? He faith unto

them, Mofes, becaufe of the Hardnefs of your

Hearts, fuffered you to put away your Wives;

but from the Beginning it was not fo) and I,

who appear to reduce this Inflitution to its ori-

ginal Perfe6lion, fay unto you, that, under the

Difpenfation of the Gofpel, * Whofoever fliall

put away his Wife, except it be for Fornication^

and fhall marry another, committeth Adultery s

and whofo marrieth her that is put away, com-

mitteth Adultery,* The fame Truths our Lord

alfo
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alfo aOTcrts in the fifth of St. Matthew and fix-

teenth of St. Luke : in the former, explaining

the L'iw, he faith, chat * whofocver fliall put

away his Wife, faring for the Caufe of Forni-

cation, caufeth her to coiTJinir Adulter)^ ;' and

whofoever Hiall marry her that is divorced,

commicteth Adultery; in the latter, our Lord,

afftrting the Law in its utmoft Extent, and

Spirituality, afHrms, thai fuch ujijuil Difminion

of a Wife, and manning another, were contrary

to the original Defign of Marriage and Adul-

tery i for, * whofocver, putteth away his Wife

and marricth another, faith he, committeth

Adulter)' : and whofoever marrieth her that is

put away from herllufband, committeth Adul-

tery.'

Upon our Lord having made fuch exprefji

Declaration, St. Matthew relates that his I)if-

ciplcs fay unto him, if the Cafe of a Man befo

with liis VVifc, it is not good to marry. I3uc

be laid unto them, all Men cannot receive this

Saying, lave they to whom it is given.

With this Relation of St. Matthew, refpeft-

ing the Points before us, let us review that of

St. Mark. The Pharifees, faith this Lvan-

B :; gelid,
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gelift, came to our Lord, and alked him, Is it

lawful for a man to put away his Wife ? tempt-

ing him, conceiving that his Reply might ad-

minifter fome Pretence for Cenfure. And he

anfwered and faid unto them. What did Mofes

command you ? And they faid, Mofes fufFered

to write a Bill of Divorcement, and to put her

away : And Jefus anfwered, and faid unto

them, for the Hardnefs of your Heart, which

prevented your perceiving and adhering to the

firfl Inftitution and original Defign of Matri-

mony, he wrote you this Precept. But from

the Beginning of the Creation, God would

have it oiherwife, for he made them Male and

Female. For this Caufe Ihall a Man leave hi^

Father and Mother, and adhere to his Wife j

and they twain Ihall be one Flefh j fo then they

are no more twain, or two, but one Flelh

:

What, therefore, God hath thus joined to-

gether, let no Man, under the Difpenfation of

the Gofpel, pretend to put afunder. And,

when in the Houfe, his Difciples aiked him

again of the fame Matter : And he faith to

them, that according to the original Defign

of Marriage, * Whofoever fliall put away his

Wife, and marry another, committcth Adultery

againft her,' Itie, by the primitive Inftitution
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of the conjugal Union being ftill his Wife, and

having the fole Right to his Perfon ;
* And if

a Woman fhall put away her Hufband, and be

married to another, (lie committcth Adultery.*

From the preceding Pafiages nothing can be

more evident to an impartial Reader, than that

our blcfTed Lord was Ipcaking of the primitive

Inditution of Marriajre; that he would have his

Difciples adl according to the original Dcfign

of it; that he hath reduced the Law of Mar-

riage to that primitive Inftitution which would

not admit of Divorce or Polygamy; that Man
and Wife are by pcrfonal Union one FlcHi, and

cannot be feparatcd except for pcrfonal Intcr-

courlc with lome other; that whofo^ver fli.dl

put away Iiis Wife and marry another, except

lor Fornication, committeth Adultery againli:

her; and if a Woman fliall put away her Huf-

band, and be married to another, flie commit-

teth Adulter}', the Flufliand and Wiic having

by the original Inftitution of Marriage the folc

Right to each other's Perfon : that not only the

Hufband hath the fole Right to the Perfon of

liis Wife, but tliat (he alfo hath the fole Right

to the Perfon of her Flufband : according to Si.

Paul's cxprcfs CommanJs, where he faith to

avoid
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avoid Fornication, let every Man have his own

Wife, and every Woman her own Hufband.

—

** Let the Hufband render unto the Wife due

Benevolence, and likewife the Wife unto the

Hufband. The Wife hath not Power over her

own Body, but the Hufband ; and likewife the

Hufband hath not Power over his own Body,

but the Wife :" their Engagennents being reci-

procal, they are in Confcience obliged to con-

tinue appropriate to each other.

With refpeft to the Reniark of the Author of

Thelyphthora, upon the Difference of ExprefTion

in the original Words, iccjri ywtxiy.x and tou tJ'ioy

avS^a, which might be rendered, Let every Man
have his own Wife, and every Woman her own

proper Hufband.—The Difference may as well

denote fuch an Appropriation of the Hufband to

the Wife, that he have no perfonal Intercourfe

with any other Woman, as that fhe fhould not

have perfonal Intercourfe with any other Man ;

and nothing can be more evident than the Un-

lawfulnefs of Polygamy from thefe PafTages of

St. Paul. For, if the Hufband hath not Pov/er

over his own Body, but the Wife, he, certainly,

cannot transfer that Power by marrying another.

We may alfo here add, that however the Au-

thor
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thor of Thelyphthora may conceive that Do^lor

Whitby's Prejudices have warred againft his

Judgment, in his Note upon the loth Chapter

of St. Mark's Gufpel, and that he hath there

found out ** a plain Argument againft Things

not mentioned or even hinted at in the Text,"

we muft beg Leave to obferve, that that learned

Commentator by no Means appears to have

eired refpe6ling the Intention and Meaning of

our Lord in that Chapter, and that really Judg-

ment, and not Prejudice^ divfbatcd the Com-

ment.

That ler.rned Writer, in the Words imme-

diately preceding, and which arc a Part of the

Note that the Author of Thelyphthora hath

quoted, faith, that from our Lord's Declara-

tion, that he who putteth away his Wife and

m.irricth another, committeth Adultery againft

her, it clearly follows, *that he who not having

put her away marries another, muft be guilty of

the fame Crime, feeing he muft have the fame

Power to marry anotlier when the firft is put

away, as when ftie is not put away.' And then

follows the reft of the Note. What can more

clearly refer to not only the Unlawfulnefs of

Divorce, but alfo of Polygamy, and more evi-

4 dently
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deiltly condemn Polygamy as Adultery, thaii

fiich an exprefs Declaration, that whofoever

difmiffeth his Wife and marrieth another, com-

mitteth Adultery againft her ?—And what can

be more evident from the preceding Relations

of the Evangelifts, and Declarations of the

Apoftle, than the Obligations of Hufband and

Wife to continue entirely appropriate to each

Other, and that our blefTed Lord in his Reply to

die Pharifees, referred to the original Defign of

tlie conjugal Union, and hath reduced the

Laws of it to the primitive Inltitution of Ma-

trimony ?

With refpedl to the Beginning of the firft

Chapter of Deuteronomy, be it tranllated im-

peratively, or as our Author defires, hypothe-

tically, yet, have we our Saviour's Authority to

afTert that, " for the Hardnefs of their Hearts

Mofes wrote them the Precept concerning Di-

vorce, and fuffered them to difmifs their Wives,-

but from the Beginning it was not lb."

Mofes, not as a PoHtician, as our Author

would fuggefl, but as a Lawgiver, as God's

Minifter permitted Divorce. This was a divine

Permifllony
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Permi/Tion, and therefore the Deity difpcnfcd

vckh his own Inftitucion.

The Jews were permitted to difmifs their

Wives, for fome Matter of Uncleanncls. This

Caufe of Divorce was certainly fomcthing leU

than Fornication, becaufe our Lord condemns

it as an unjuft Caufe of DifmifTion, and yet per-

mits Divorce in cafe of Fornication. Perhaps

this Caufe was neither what the Schools of I lil-

kl nor Shammai adopted •, and as our Lord al -

lows Divorce in cafe of Adultery, and .Adul-

tery was puniflied v.ith Death, the Caufe of

Divorce permitted under the Old Teilamenr,

mud have been fomething between their Inter-

pretations. Be it however what it may, it was

permitted, and Chrill only faith tiiat under t!ic

I^ifpenfation of tiieGofpel it fhould not obtain,

but that Cliriilians mull ac*^ accor'.iin.: to bis

Law refpecling it, who hath reduced Matrimony

to its primitive Inflitution.

^^'ith relation to tlie Old Tcllament, our

Lord here hath certainly prefcribed ;ii ?:ezu Law,

which had not before obtained among the Jews.

Divorces under the Old Teftament v.erc per-

mitted for lefs Caufcs than Fornication; but

C our
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our Saviour under the Gofpel will not permit

them, except in that Cafe. The Anfwer of

Chrifl to the Pharifees refpe^ling Divorce was,

as our Author allows, ' grounded on the old

Marriage Inflitutionj' and this, with relatioa

to the Law, is certainly a ?/<?w DJfpeMfation.

Our Author, endeavouring to evade the

Force of the twenty -eighth Verle of the fifth

Chapter of St. Matthew's Gofpel, affirms, that

the Word Woman in the Original muft mean-

fuch a Woman as- Adultery could be committed

with, fuppofing the Thought brought forth

into Aft, p. 124. Let us review this Paffage,

* Whofoever looketh upon a Woman to luft after

her, hath already committed Adultery with her

in his Heart.' The evident Meaning of thefe

Words is, that whofoever Ihall gaze on a W"o-

man to luft after her, and inftead of rejefting,

indulge the fecret Workings of Defire, or pur-.,

pofe alfo to gratify it, hath already committed

Adultery with her in his Heart, he only having

cfcaped for want of Opportunity to accompliili

his irregular Defire.. It is well .known that the

Word here tranflatcd ' looketh on,' means tO'

gaze on, or fix the Eye with the utmoft Atten-

tion upon : nor can any Thing ba more evidenc

;h;^fj
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t-'ian that the original Word that Is here tran-

fiated ' a Woman,' is, like ^C•^^ ^ general

Term, that diflinguiiTicth a Woman from a

Man. Yet the Author of Thclyphthora would

have us think, that the \\'ofd Woman here mud
certainly mean a Woman who is either cCj-oiifed

or hath cohabited with her XlLfband, (p. i 24)

;

as if Adultery could be committed with no

other: and the Reafon he gives for luch Inter-

pretation, and his Inference from it, fcem wor-

thy the Attention of all Polygamilh, that they

may perceive not only by what found Cnticifm,

but alfo by what powerful Lvidcnce of Reafon

and Revelation their Caufc can br fupportcd.

Our Author, aware that if he cannot limif

the Word Woman in this PalTagc to an efpoufed

or married Woman, the marrying two or three,

or indeed more than one \'irt^in or Widow at

once, mu(t be here condemned as Adulter)-,

hath very confillently with his Attempts upon

orher Palfages, hereafter to be confidcrcd, en-

deavoured to pcTfuade us, that the original

Word here tranllated Woman, '• cajinot mean

a Woman ns generally uifiinguiilied from a

Man; for, faith he, if it be finful to look wich

Dffire on an\- Woman "xhatj'ocver^ then it v.ould

C i be
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be finful for a Man to defire his own Wife to

whom he is lawfully married, or a Virgin to

whom he is contrafled; and this, faith our Au-

thor, (who is particularly fond of running out

into Confequences, and entertaining and well-

known Anecdotes and Fables), would lead us

into all the Abfurdities of the ancient Mifoga-

mifts, who held Marriage to be finful. In this

Place, therefore, proceeds he, it certainly

means a Woman confidered as related to a Man,

and that whether efpoufed, or that hath coha-

bited with her Hufband, for with no other can

A.dultery be committed. For want of fuch

Diftin6tion, fome Commentators, adds he, by

Jetting loofe their own Imaginations, have filled

many of their Readers with Matter of fore

Diftrcfs and Bondage of Confcience, as if the

Dehre after any Female whatfoever came within

what they call the fpiritual Import of the Se-

venth Commandment." P. 121. But our Au-

thor, in endeavouring- to releafe us from thefe

Matters ol Jor^ Diftrefs and Bondage of Con-

fcience, with which, for want of his recondite

Diftin£lion, fome, I would fay the Bulk of the

mod judicious and learned Commentators, ' have

filled us,' unhappily hath really let loofe his

fiiL^n Imagination^ and made a Diflindion where

713.
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M Difference fulifiilis, and hath proceeded fofar

as to advance a Pofition that hath no Founda-

tion in the New Tellament, even at the Kx-

pence of impeaching the Truth of his own pre-

ceding Affertions.

Our Author here cxprefsly contradicts him-

fclf. For, in p. 42, he afferts, " that there are

no fpccific Names for married Perfons in the

Old or New Teftam.^nt, but only Words for a

Man and Womjn, that fiafnitv Perfons of the

male and female Sex in L'cncral ; but when

couj)lcd with Pronouns poffenive, as a-.r^ a-cj,

thy Man, and r y.ii\ x-^tk^ his Woman, they

denote the mnrria<^e PvLlaiion."

Such being our Author's ConccfTion, let iis

review the Orir^inal of this Paflac;e of St.

Matthew, and He wliciher any Pronoun pof-

feflivc is coupled in it with the original Word
for a Woman, or it means according to his

Rule, only a Woman, or Female in general.

The original Words need only be read to

fettle this Point, and arc thefc, Ey-jj h uy-ji vuj*

r,h tfjiOiyj-JCVJ x•JT^J ev r:: xxicix «vt«—
4 The
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The Words here being e(3xrjrwu yovaixci with-

out any Pronoun poiTeiTive coupled with yw^AKce^

or a Woman, according to our Author's own

Rule, mull mean any Woman in general, be

fhe Virgin, Widow or Wife. Such are the ex^

traordinary Obfervations and Deduftio.qs of our

AuLhor refpedling this PalTage of Scripture; in

farther Keply to which, we muft therefore re-

mind him, that it moft evidently condemns the

perfonal Intercourfe of a married Man with any

unmarried Woman ; that it mod certainly

proves that the Defire after any Female in ge-

neral, except his own Wife, comes within what

is called the fpiricual Import of the feventh

Commandment, that it condemns all Poly-

gamy as Adultery, and therefore evinceth the

Error of our Author's Aflertion, th9,t Adultery

cannot be committed with any but an clpoufed

or married Woman. Adultery certainly cannot

be committed in the Inftance mentioned by the

Author of Thelyphthor^ ; though it hath been

fup-gefted, that a Cafe might occur in which a

Man could be guilty of a Breach of the feventh

Commandment, with his ovv'n Wife. But v/c

ihall decline the Confidcration of fuch Inftance,

and all vifionary Refinements refpecling it,

nor particubrly take Notice of this Writer's ex^r

traordinary
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traoidinary Surrfreftion, that " the WorJ Wo
man, here, iwult fignify a married \Vomaji, or

clfe a M:n '.vho looks with Dcfirc on his Wife,

mud commit i\Jjltcry with her i" as if any

Woman in gencraly meant any ^Voman 'u.-batjo'

rjcvy and no general Term allov/cd of any Ex-

ception. Dil'iifTing fuch merely illufive Quib-

bles, and evafivc Artifices, let us readily grant

that the \Von-.r.:i IiLre w.^awt, miift be fuch an

on.; .is Auuitery can be committed with; and

remind our Reader, that the Autho"-, when he

defined Adultery to be the Commerce ot

the Sexes v. here the \\'o"-.an is the Wife of an-

other Man, »i. 57, flu.uld have truly completed

the Definition ; by adding al.'o that it is the

Commerce of the Sexes where the M;in is the

llufband of another Woman : for our blefied

Lord h;irh exprci'sly declared, that whofoever

putcrth away his Wile and marricth another, or

hath Commerce with another, committeth

Adultery agr.inft lier, his firil Wife.

No m.iiter, therefore, whether tlie Woman
defired be married or n;)t ; for if the Man v/ho

looks with Defire on her, be married, he com-

mitteth Adultery in his Heart; and if an un-

Burricd -Man thus looks v. i:h Dcfirc on a

Woman
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Woman wich whom Adultery can be conl-

mitted, that is, on a married Woman, he^

alfo, committeth Adultery with her in his

Heart. Not both, but one of the Parties un-«

doubtedly, muft, be married, "as we cannot

fuppofe our Saviour to be here prefcribing a

Law againfl a Cafe, or Inftance that can never

fubfift. But yet, nothing can be more evident

from our Lord's Words than, that whofoever

looketh with Defire on a Woman with whom
he can commit Adultery, a married Woman^
or a fingle Woman, if he be married, the Word
Woman denoting all Women in general, is an

Adulterer, or hath already committed Adultery

with her in his Heart.

Our Author's Diftindion, therefore, hath

here no Foundation; nor have our Commen-

tators let loofe their Imaginations beyond the

Truth, though they have declared that the irre-

gular Defire after any Female whatfoever, with

whom Adultery can be committed, comes

within the fpiritual Import of the feventh

Commandment. Nor can any thing hence be

more evident, than that -Polygamy is a fin

tinder the Difpenfation of the Gofpel, and that

therefore the Prohibition of it hath Warrant

from



irom the Word of God. For as out Saviour

hath here exprefsly aflured us, that whofoever

looketh with irregular Defire after anv Womifi

with whom Adultery can be conunitted, hath

already committed Adulter)^ with her in his

Heart } mod certainly he who marrieth, or hath

perfonal Intercourfe w^:h her, mud alfo be

guilty of Adultery. With rcfpcfl to the Con-

dutfl of the Patriarchs, and other Saints who

Jived before the Pn mulgation of the Gofpel,

we fhall not enquire into it, nor confi 'cr for

what Reafons Polygamy was then permitted.

Their Example is by no Means in ever)' rcfpcdt

the Objed of our Attention.

The Pattern of our blcflcd Lord is the only

Objcft intitled to our Imitation, as it exemj^li-

fies fuch a complete and perfed Plan of Piety

and Morality, as was never before his Incarna-

tion vouchfafed to Mankind. Ovir Author may

be avcrfe from fubfcribing to this Truth, but

hath atfordcd us an accefTional Proof of it. For

as the Gofpel enjoins a purer Conduct:, and pro-

hibits all Polygamy which was permitted by the

Old Teftament, fuch Prohibition evinceth the

Superiority of the Rule prefcribed to our Be-

haviour in the former, to that of the latter.

P It
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It appears alfo, from the PafTages adduced,

that, contrary to our Author's Aflertions, the

Thought of Adultery and Polygamy were really

firft condemned when Chrift faid, whofoever look-

cth on a Woman to lull after her, hath already

committed Adultery with her in his Heart i and

that Adultery, therefore, meant not " quite as

inuch in Mojes's Tme, as in the Days of Chrifi and

his ApoJlles'P that the Thought of Adultery,

when Polygamy was permitted, was not fo finfiil

as it would nave been in St. Paul under the

Gofpel; that the Scribes and Pharifees were ig-

norant of the fpiritual Senfe of the Law; that

our Saviour informed them, that unjuft Divorce

and Polygamy were unlawful under his Dilpen-

fationj that not only our exterior Condufb, but

our very Thoughts, might be finful and adul-

terous, which the Law that forbad them to co-

vet was not underftood by them to mean ; and

that therefore our Lord hath introduced a new

Law or Direction concerning thofe Points.

The Author of Thelyphthora, in Page 192,

afferts, that ' it is propable that Polygamy was

very frequent amongft the firft Chriftians.'

* Why, faith he, did Paul recommend the

Choice of Bifhops from amongft thofe who ha;3

but
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but one Wife? Wliat Occafion for this Caution,

if none had more than one?'—In Replv to this

Afl"eition, it mi^ht be obfenrd, that after all

SuggclHons relpe^ii.g the admitting Converts

to the Rites of the Church, who were Polyga-

mies, it might, perhaps, be fupported, that not

every Mnn who had long been in Habits of

Vjce, and Error, could, at once, relinquifh

them, and perfcftly coi form, in every Inftarce,

to fo pure and flridl a Rule of Behaviour as that

of the Gofpcl; and that the divine Wifdom

might at firft, therefore, avoid too great Ri-

gour in condemning Polygamy, and yet fix

fuch a Mark of Infamy upon fo irregular a Prac-

tice, as to forbid any one, however extraordi-

nary his Character might be, to undertake the

Miniftry, who was guilty of it ; and alfo to dif-

couragc and condemij it by cxprefs Injundlions

againft it.

This, it is to be confeflcd, may appear a

larger ConcefTion than is neccflary in tlie prefent

Cafe. For the Injuncftion of one Wife refers by

no Means to the Condu(5i: of tlie firfl Chriflians

after their Convcrfion, but to the Practices of

the Jews and Pagans j and we have no Autho-

rity from Scripture to aflcrr, that the tirft Chrif-

D 2 iuni,
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_»ans were permitted to be Polygamlfls, but as

our Lord and his Apoftles have fo particularly

prohibited it, have Reafon to believe that they

conformed to their Prohibitions refpe6ling it.

The Words of the Apoflle by no Means au-

thorife us to aflert, that the firft, or many of the

firft Chriftians, were Polygamifts after their

Converfion. We are vcy fenfible that at the

Time when St. Paul wrote the Epiftle to Ti^

mothy before us, many of the Jews and Pagans

were Polygamifts, and alfo particularly guilty of

unjuftly divorcing their Wives, and marrying

others. And, from our Knowledge of this

Praflice, we learn the true Senfe of the Paflage

before us, in which he enjoins that aBifhop be

the Hufband of one Wife ; which is thi§, that

he have avoideth the Practice of the Jews and

Greeks, and not, like them, been guilty of un-

juftly divorcing one Wife, and marrying ano-

ther. The Paflage therefore evidently refers,

not to the Pra6lices of the firft Chriftians after

their Converfion, but to thofe of the Jews and

Pagans ; and, inftead of advancing, diredly

militates againft Polygamy, or the Suppofition

that the firft Chriftians were guilty of it, by

enjoining that a Bifhop be not one who hath ua-

juftly
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juftly divorced one Wife, and married another,

or that in this rerpf(5l he be the Hufband of one

Wife, which he could not be if he had married

a fecond Wife during the Life of the firft, whom
he had unjuftly difmiflcd.

The Apoftlc's Words in this Paflage, there-

fore, carry no tacit Allowance of Polygamy, but

a diredl Prohibition Df it, and an obvious Re-

ference to the Practices of ihe Jews and Greeks,

who were guilty of Polygamy and unlawful

Divorces, which he forbids as inconfiftcnt witK

the Condu(5l of a Chriftian Paftor, and the Pu-

rity of Manners enjoined by the Gofpcl ; and

our Author, indeed, might as well have inferred

from the Iniun(flions of St. Paul in this Chap-

ter, that a Bifhop ought to be no Striker, not

given to much Wine, and not covetous ; that

Wrath, Intemperance and Covetoufnefs, were

frequent amongft the firfl: Chriflians, as that

they were Polygamills, and conflrue every Pro-

hibition of Vice into a tacit Allowance of it,

and an Impeachment of the Conduct of all t®

whom it was addielTcJ.

But let us attend to our Writer's Remarks

VJpon Part of the Seventh Chapter of the Firft

Epiftlo



Epiftle to the Corinthians. The Apoftle in tKi*

Chapter anfwered fome Queftions of the Corin-

thians refpe(5ting the conjugal State, and in the

introdu(ftor7 Verfcs determines that in fome

Cafes it fliould be entered into> and continued

in, and in others avoided. * Neverthelefs, to

avoid, or on Account of Fornications, faith the

Apoftle, let every Man have, or retain his own

TVife; and let every Wonr;.;.fl have, and retain

her ov/n proper Huiljand. Let the Huiband

feiiderdiie Benevolence to the Wife, ^rwi in like

Mariner alfo the Wife unto the HuA)and. For

the Wife hath not Puwer over her own Body,

but tlie Hufband j and the Hufband hath not

Power over his own Body, but the Wife—their

Eiigagements being mutual, they are obliged

to "remain appropriate to each other.' Our Au-

thor paraphrafes thefe Words thus : ' Let every

Man retain the Woman who belongs to him,

and not lend her out or fuffer her to marry ano-

ther, nor let him take a Woman who is not his

Wife, but another Man's, to himfelf. So alfo

let every Woman have her own proper Huf-

band ; the Man appropriated to her exclufiveiy

of all other Men upon Earth, and not depart,

or iufter herfelf to be lent or given to any other

Man. Let the Hufband render to the Wife due

Benevo-
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Benevolence, and likewifr the Wife unto the

Hufband. The Wife hath not Power over her

own Body, fo as to withdraw herfelffTom the

conjugal Debt; but the Hufband may, as Mat-

ter of Right, have Accefs to her at all pro*>cr

Times and Seafons. Likcwife the Hnfliand has

not Power over hiscwn Body, lo as to withdraw

from the conjugal Intercourfe, with his Wil-;

but the Wife, as a Debt due from the Contra^

which the Man is under to her by the very Terms

of tlicir Union, has a Right to his Society.

Therefore defraud yc not one the other, Sec*

With refpcfl to this our Author's Paraphrafe,

it may be obfervcd, that t!ic Word in the Ori-

ginal, here tranflated ^Jtv or retain, (in th*^

Verfe, " Let every Manbave his own Wife, and

every Woman hn-ji' her own proper Hufband,")

is the fame in both Parts of the Verfe ; and

therefore fliould convey the fame Ideas or In-

junAion, when it colicres with the Words ' every

Woman,' or the Wife, as when it accrees with

the Words ' every Man,' or tlie Hufband. Our
Author, therefore, had no Authority from the

Original to fuggell that the Apofllc in thefe

Pall-ages intended to impoJe any greater Re-

ftraint upon the Wife than upon the Hufband j

but
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but that, as he here enjoins that every Man (hsili

have his own Wife, and not lend her out, or

fufFer her to marry another Man ; fo, alfo, he

enjoins that every Woman Ihall have her own

proper Hufband, and not fufFer him to be lent

out, or marry any other Woman.

We may hence alfo obferve, that the original

Words, here tranflated ' her own proper Huf-

band,' imply, as before remarked, not only

fuch an Appropriation of the Hufband to the

Wife, as that Jhe fhould not go to any other,

but more naturally and obvioufly, fuch an Ap-

propriation of the Hufband to the Wife, cxclu-

fively of all other Women, that he fhould not

marry, or have perfonal Intercourfe with any

other i and that our Author had no Ground for

the Limitation here introduced, by fubjoining

the Apoflle's Injunflion, a Prohibition extend-

ing to only a matrimonial Connexion with ' an-

other Man's Wife :' when a married Man,

during the Life of his firil Wife, except in cafe

of lawful Divorce, hath no Power to marry, or

have perfonal Intercourfe with any other, bxit is

obliged to remain appropriated to his firft Wife,

OKclufively of all other Women whatfoever.

W?
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We readily grant, that tlie Corinthians were

guilty of Fornicacion and Adultery, of lending

out their Wives, and having Women in com-

mon. 4 Let us add, that they alfo, as well as

other Heathens, and the Jews, were guilty of

Divorce and Polygamy.

Yet, what one Dedudion can hence be de-

rived in favour of Polygamy ? And, wliat can

more evidently evince the Unlawfulncfs of Po-

lygamy than the Palliges of St. Paul before

us?

If, according to our Author's Rule, we in-

terpret them by the general Tenor of the New
Teftament, nothing can more plainly evince

the Unlawfulncfs of Polygamy.

The general Tenor of the Declarations of

our blefied Lord and his Apoftles, is, that

whofoevcr difmiffeth his Wife, except for For-

nication, and marrieth another, committeth

Adultery againft her, and that we are to con-

form to the primitive Inftitution of Matri-

mony, which could not permit Polygamy. The
Apoftle, therefore, by commanding that every

Man Ihould have or retain his own Wife, and

E cverv
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every Woirmn her own proper Hufband, muft

certainly mean to forbid not only all Forni-

cation, and unjuft Divorce, but alio all Adul-

tery and Polygamy. The fame Truth is glare-

ingly evident alfo, from the fubfequent Words

that ' the Wife hath not Power over her own

Body, but the Hufband :' and, in like Manner,

alfo, ' the Hufband hath not Power over his

own Body, but the W^ife j' they being obliged

to continue appropriate to each other. It hence

evidently appears that the Wife's Right is equal

to that of the Hufband, exprefled in exadliy

the fame Words and declared to be the fame,

o/Aoiw? oi Kcci an^, and that as the Hufband

hath Power over the Perfon of the Wife, fo

alfo, in like Manner, hath the Wife Power

over the Ferfon of her Hufband. That there-

fore alfo the original Words i^iov oc-J^x and hxvtu

yvvxiKO'^ rendered her own proper Hufband, and

his own Wife, after all, mean but the fame

Thing, unl'efs the Difference was made with a

particular View to the Difcouragement of Po-

lygamy, and unjull Divorce, and evince her

peculiar Right to the whole Perfon of her

Hufband.

Certainly,
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Certainly, Tuch are the Laws of Chrill, and

his Apoftles, concerning " the Bufinefi; of Di-

vorce and Polygamy," which therefore, contrary

to our Author's Aflcrtion, depend ;;o/ " ivholly

upon the Law of Moles." Mofcs permitted Po-

lygamy, and unjuftDivorce; Chrift prohibits both,

and hath reduced Marriage to its primitive Inlli-

tution ; therefore he hath certainly introduced a

new, or another Law refpe(5ting them.

With regard to our Author's AfTc-rrion, that

St. Paul's Iniun(5lion concerning the Choice of

the Pallors of the Church, muft: imply that

there were many Chriftians, * not "who bad had^

but who, at the Time "juben be wrotey had more

Wives than oncj* and that * if this had not

been the Cafe, it would have been as much out

of the Queftio'i to have mentioned the having

but one Wife, as to have laid that none fliould

be chofen but thofe who had but one Head, or

one Body, when it was not to be fuppofcd thac

any Man had more.' P. 205.

Be it obfervcd, that the Cafe is no: parallel,

for though we cannot fuppofe a Man to have

more than one Head, or Body, y;:: he certainly

might have not been fit for the Miniftry, as he

E 2 mi2:ht



36 T!he Coblers Letter to the

VIII.

The author defires me to afk myfelf if

I did not read his book with prejudice.

" Did not your prejudices (fays he) in-

cline you to wifli that they might rather

be juflified than removed ?"—I anfwer fm-

cerely, that notwithftanding the ftrong

prepoffeffions I had in favor of the au-

thor, yet 1 had imbibed very ftrong preju-

dices againft his performance before I read

it. Thefe prejudices I attribute in great

meafure to fome letters I had read, w^hich

were written by one Paul of T'arfus on the

other fide of the queftion, and when I

came to read your book, I really thought

he was more than a match for you.

IX.

Though it feemed by our author's

fentiments as contained in the two firft

volumes oiT'helyphthoray that no fuch thing

as fornication could exift, yet he now tells

us there is fuch an animal in the world as

a whore, and gives us a moft wonderful

the fevcnth commandment, and if not by that com-
mandment, then by no other, and confequently can
be no fin 5 for ivhere no law is^ there is no tranj-

grejfton.

account
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account of this creature in the following

words

:

" If this woman" (who has intercourfe

with one man and is therefore according

to our author, the wife of that man by the

divine law) " departs fiom this^r// man
" to another, the bond with the firil is

" totally vacated by her a6l of adultery ; fo

" that the firft man is totally releafed from
*' her. If afterwards (lie goes from man
*' to man, ind fells or gives her favors pro-

" mifcuouily to all alike, flie is every

" bodys : no man can lay claim to her,

" or look upon her as his property^ or be
*' injured as a given appropriated hulband
" might be, by her infidelity. She is in

*' fhort, nullius inter bo7ia, and is an whore,
" harlot or proftitute, in the true fenfe of
*' thefe words."

From this very extraordinary definition

it appears,

ill. That no unmarried woman (i. e.

according to our author's ideas of marri-

age) can be a vvdiore.

2dly. That no woman whatever can

commit whoredom till 11 ic has firft com-
mitted adultery.

C 3 ;dl)'.
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might have been one who had divorced one

Wife, and married another ; and therefore not

fo blamelefs and irreproachable, as the Apoftle

requires him to be. As to our Author's Remark,

that the Injunclion of the Apoftle muft imply-

that many of the firft Converts to Chriftianity

were Polygamifts, becaufe in his Epiftle to Titus

the Words are, ^j ng crtv y-ixg ywaty.og a-j^y^x- * if

any l>e the Hufband of one Wife,* and therefore

muft relate to the iben Situation of the Converts

to Chriftianity j it is to be obferved, that our Au-

thor hath here omitted a Word in this Paftage.

For St. Paul, dire«5ling Titus on what Principles

he fhould proceed in the Choice of Chriftian

Paftors, here faith, Ei t*? irtv avify.Xnlocj ^lag yivxi-

'Aog ocveo— ' If any one be blamelefs ; the Hufband

ofone Wife.' This Omiffion, it is prefumed, was

intended to more clofelyconneft the n n? fc-Tjv with

y.ici: yvmiKog avJ'pa, and thuscaufe the Apoftle to ap-

pear to more ftrongly fpeak to our Writer's Pur-

pofe.

But this is not the Apoftle's Intention ; for

though the Word fnv, or i?ey is here ufed in the

prefent Tenfe, yet the Paflage, as before evin-

ced, refers not to the Polygamy of Chriftians

after their Converfion, but to the then Situa-

tion of Jews and Pagans, and the former Con-

dud
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duel of thofe Converts who had been guilty of

Polygamy or unlawful Divorce before their

Converfion, and therefore had had more than

one Wife; and accordingly the Apoftle. who

required that the Pallors of the Chridian Church

fhould be Perfons of exemplary Purity, and

eminent for every focial and perfonal Virtue,

enjoins that they be not chofen from amongft

thofe who had had more than one Wife, or un-

juflly difmifTed one and married another; but

that if a Perfon be the Hufhand of one Wife,

/. c. hath not unjujlly difmifTed one Wife and

married another, he might be conflituted a

fwdiop.

Our Author's Pofition therefore hatli no

Foundation from the Paflage before us ; and I

conceive that we might as well fuppofe that all

the firft: Chriflians were guilty after their Con-

verfion, of Extortion, Theft, Covetoufnefs, Ido-

latry, and of all other Vices mentioned in St.

Paul's firfl Epiflle to the Corinthians, as of

Polygamy. But St. Paul hath afTured us to

the contrary ; and having particularly mentioned

Fornicators, Whoremongers, and Adulterers,

as well as Perfons who were guilty of the pre-

ceding Vices, informs us, that iuch were fome

of
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tf tlie Corinthians in their unconverted Statc^,

but that divine Grace had produced an happy

Change in their State and Difpofition, and they

were now, fince their Converfion, waflied, fane-

tified, and purified.

Our Author dbferves upon thefe PafTages of

St. Paul, that it can hardly be fuppofed that if

Polygamy were finful, the great Apoflle Ihould

be fo liberal and particular in his Epiftle to the

Corinthians, in coritemning other Species of il-

licit Commerce between the Sexes, and yet

omit this in his black Catalogue. In Reply to

this Suggeftion, we muft obferve, that though

the Apoflle hath not inferted the Word Poly-

gamy in that Catalogue, yet hath he, by nd

Means, omitted to condemn the Crime it de-

notes.

For the ApoRle in the PafTages before us pre-

cautions the Corinthians of the fatal Effects of

thofe Sins in wliich they had indulged them-'

felves before their Converfion, and againfl all

vain Imaginations that their having embraced

Chrifhianity would fecure them in the Praflicc

of them. ' Be not deceived, faith he, neither

Fornicators, nor Idolators, nor Adulterers, nor

4 EfFeminatej,
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Effeminate, nor Abufers of themfelves wi:h

Mankind, nor Thieves, nor Covetous, nor

Drunkards, nor Revilcrs, nor Extortioners,

fhaJl inherit the Kingdom of God, and fuch

were fome of you, but ye are wafhcd, but ye

are fan(5lified, but ye are jaflified in the Name
of our Lord Jcfus, and by the Spirit of our

God.' Polygamy, a Community of Women,
Divorce and Adultery, being, confcflcdly, the

Crimes of which the Corinthians were guilty

before their Converfion, and that occafioned this

Epiftlc of St. Paul, mod certainly, he hath here

Ihcwn his Zeal for the Law of Marriage, and

condemned Polygamy as well as other Species

of illicit Commerce between the Sexes, when

he alTureth them, that neither Fornicators nor

Adulterers fliall inherit the Kingdom of (jod.

If our Judgment refpetfling the Meaning ot the

Apoille Ihould, as our Author agrees, be di-

rected by the Confidcratlon of the Manners and

Cuftoms of the Corinthians, and the Tenour of

the New Tcftamcnt; the lending their Wives,

a Community of Women, Divorce and Polyga-

my, being, at the Time St. Paul wrote, the

Crimes they were guilty of; and this Apoftle

having declared that the Hufliand hath np

Power to transfer his Perfou to a fecond Wire

F during;



( 42 )

during the Life of his firfl, and our blefleii

Lord having, in various Paflages, exprefsly

afTerted, that whofoev^r fhall unjuftly difmifs

his Wife, and marry another, connmitteth Adul-

tery againfl her, St. Paul muft have confidered

Polygamy as Adultery, and therefore, when he

here condemns Fornication and Adultery, he

condemns Polygamy as well as other Species of

illicit Commerce of the Sexes. If farther Proofs

need be adduced, evincing that St. Paul hath

condemned Polygamy as Adultery, and that the

early Chriftians were not Polygamifts, thofe

Proofs will occur in the immediately fubfequent

Obfervaticns,

Our Author, Page 380, again confiders the

Paflages of our Lord in the Gofpels of St.

Matthew and Mark, refpefbing Divorce and

Polygamy, and repeats the AlTertion, that our

Lord was not laying down a new Lawj and that

had he attempted any Thing oppofite to the

Law of Mofes, he would have fallen into the

Snare of the Pharifees, who queflioned him with

a View to reproach him as an Enemy to it.

—

The Phariftes, proceeds our Author, attempted

no Reply, which would certainly not have been

:he Cafe, had they underllood him to have fpo-

kcn
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ken againfl: Polygamy; neither did his own
Difciples underftand him to Ipcak of any Thino-

but Divorce; for their Conclufion is, " If ihc

Cafe of a Man be fo with his Wife, it is not good

to marry •," /. e. if a Man cannot get rid of his

Wife when he pleafcth, he had better not marry

at all. P. 384.—The Conclufion, faith our

Author, muft: have been made from their im-

dcrftanding Chrill to fpcak of Divorce j for it

is totally foreign from the Matter of Polygamy.

How could they pofTibly mean that a Man had

better have no Wife at all, if he could not have

more than one at once? It muft likev.ifc be

fiippofed that they did not mifunderfland tlicir

Mailer; for if they had, he would doubtlcfs

have fet them right in his Reply, and not have

faid what clearly fhcws them to have undcrflood

Jiim right."

In Reply to thefc Suggeflions, be it obfcrv'd,

that the Pharifces attempted no reproachful

Anfwer to our Lord's Prohibition of unjuft Di-

vorce, though they plainly underllood that his

Prohibition was contrary to rhe Mofaic Periiiif-

fion. Why therefore fhould our Author afTert,

that if they had underftood our Lord to have

F 2 f|X'I:eQ
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fpoken againfl: Polygamy, they would certainly

have replied to him ?

With refpe^l to our Lord's Difciples, the very

Reply which our Lord made to their Conclu-

fion, from which our Author afTerts that it ap-

pears that they underflood him aright, evinceth

that his Difcourfes related to both Polygamy and

Divorce, or at lead that the former was dedu-

cible from, and neceflfarily implied in them.

Our Lord's Difciples fay, " If this be the

Cafe between a Man and his Wife, it is not good

to marry." But he faid to them, " All Men
cannot receive this Saying, that it is not good

to marry, but only they to whom it is given, or

who are able to fubcVue their Inclinations to-

wards the conjugal State." If Polygamy was

allowed as lawful by our Lord, and his Difci-

ples had more than one Wife each, his Reply

would not have been pertinent to their Interfe-

rence. For in fuch Cafe, there would have

been no Occafion to have faid, that * all Men
cannot receive this Saying,* fince, if one of a

Difciple's Wives was difagreeable to him, he

v/ould have had others that would prevent his

Inability to receive that Saying, or govern his

Incli-
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Inclinations towards the conjugal Union. The
Difciples, therefore, meant, not * that they

had better have no Wife at all, if they could

not have more than one / but tha*-, as they

could not have more than one Wife at once,

they had better not marry, than be obliged to

retain fuch a one as might render them un-

happy.

The Conclufion, therefore, is by no means

foreign to the Matter of Polygamy any more

tlian to that of Divorce, but is evidently de-

duced from their Obligation to have no more

t!ian one Wife at once, and undeniably

t vinceth, that they underflood our Lord's Dif-

courfe to relate to both Polygamy and Di-

vorce.

Our Author, in Page 385, afHnr.s, that the

Word another., in the PafTagc, * v.hoever fliall

put away his Wife, except it be for Fornica-

tion, and lliall marry another, committeth

Adultery againft her,' mufl: agree with the an-

tecedent ^uvjux-ai, or Wife; that therefore the

Word Wife mufl: be undeiftood as following

the Vv^'ord «AArv, another, and this may be con-

ilrued in the Senfe pf v.kmtc^x.' y:^my.:'^ ancther

Man's
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Man^s Wife-y and this extraordinary Conflruc-

tion, he obferves, is confirmed by the firft

Epiflle to the Corinthians, in which the Word
aKX%q is fo ufed, ^i-rro oiXXrig avvsi^Yigsoog, being there

rightly tranflated, '^ another Man's Confci-

ence." St. Paul, giving Directions concerning

the eating Things offered to Idols, recommends

the abflaining from them to avoid Offence, and

for Confcience-fake. * Confcience, faith he, not

thine own, but of the others, who may be of-

fended; for, in A6ls obvious to Obfervation,

this is to be recommended, but in what lies

between God and my Soul, why is my Liberty

judged of another Man's Confcience ?' utto aAA/ij

c-jueJjio-co)?. Of what Service this Quotation can

be to our Author's Caufe, is to all who read it,

furely ! a Problem. He cannot, certainly,

mean that the Word axxr,g means only another

Man's Confcience, and that it doth not alfo

mean another JVoman^s Confcience ! Or fhall we

fuppofe him to have adopted the Affertion that

Women have no Souls, and that therefore all

the Apoflles Directions were only intended for

the Condud of their Hufbands ?

Our Author's Conflruction, and defigned

Limitation of the Scnfe of this PaiTage, can

neither
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ncitiicr be defended by the original Words, nor

general Tenor of the New Teilamcnt. For

though the original Word, >^-.>.»>c>, hath a Pro-

noun poiTefTivc coupled with it in the former

Part of this Verfe, as yi^xiv.x ayrtr, and there-

fore is rightly rendered his Wife, yet, what

Authority can we have from the latter Part of

it, where we have only oXAry, to affirm, that, if

we underftand the Word y.vxr/.x to follow it, it

mud alfo be coupled with a Pronoun poIIelTive,

or be underftood as if it was ? The Verfe, in

Truth, will admit of no fuch Conftruction i nor

could poOibly, even with his utmofl \'iolcncc,

be prefled into his Service. Whofocvcr put-

tcth away his Wife, except it be for Fornica-

tion, and marrieth another Wife, that is, rjiy

other Woman, be fhe Virgin, or Widow, whom
he fiiall make liis Wife, committeth Adultery

againft her, is undeniably the moft: natural and

obvious, and the only Senfe in which any im-

partial Reader of the Words can pofllbly un-

derftand them. Let us, by a familiar Inftance,

exhibit the Abfurdity of fucli forced Interpre-

tation as our Author hath adopted.

Suppofe two Bankers or Merchants, Adven-

turers for Life, had articled, that no third

2 Perfon
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Perfon fhould be admitted to a Partnerfhip in

their Houfes, and according to fuch the ori-

ginal Defign of their Contrad, it fhould by

Deed be exprelTed that, " Whofoever of them,

without reafonable Caufe, fhall difmifs his

Partner and article with another, committeth

Injuftice againfl him, &c. Would any Court

of Juilice hcfitate one Moment to pronounce

the Party who fhould prefume to thus difmifs

his Partner, and article with another, to be

guilty of Injuftice, and liable to fuch Penalty

as ought to be adjudged to fuch Procedure ?

Could the Offender, in this Cafe, exculpate

himfelf by pleading, that he had not articled

with one v/ho had been unjuftly difmiffed from

a Partnerlliip with others, but that he was one

who had never before been in Bufinefs ?

Would any one who wanted not to make the

Words of the faid Deed conform to his own

Prejudices and Defigns, inftead of regulating

his own Sentiments by it, ever dream of pref-

(ing fo plain, and exprefs a Declaration into his

Service by offering fo great Violence to it ?

Would any impartial Reader ever conceive,

that the V>'ord, another, in * Whofoever fhall

difmifs
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difinirs his Partner, and article with another,

mufl mean, not any Man whatibc\''er, but only

one who had before been another Mans Pcrrtncr ^^

What an extraordinary Figure niult a Pleader

make who fliould adopt our Autlior's Mode of

Interpretation, and thus comment upon thelc

Words !
*' W'hofoever fhall, without reafon-

able Caufc, difmifs his Partner, and article with

another, committeth Injullice againfl him."

" The Word another, mud agree with the An-

tecedent, Partner ; therefore the Word Partner

muft be undcrftood as following the Word ano-

ther, and this may be conRrued in the Senfe of

another Man's Partner." " And therefore who-

foever difmifTeth his Partner, and articles with

another who hath not been in Bufinefs before,

is not guilty of, or committeth no Injuflice

againll him."

I am confident that Men in Bufinefs %vill view

fuch Mode of Conflru*ftion with no fmall De-

gree of Surprize, and not in the leaft be dif-

pofcd to thank our Author for i'o fire:.-J 3. Com-

ment. Nor can it be conceived, as the facred

Writings are our Rule of Sentiment and Con-

duel, that Society will acknowledge any Obli-

gations for fuch ^'iolence offered to theni; fince,

G by
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by fnch Mcafurcs, they may be compelled

to fiibfcribc to the moil pcrnici-'us Portions

tliat any partial Writer may chufe to advance.

Indeed, fuch being our Author's Mode of Inter-

pretation, it muil be confelTed, that after all

his Harangues concerning popular Error, and

his entertaining and anile Fables, not to forget

that of the refpeftable Whittington, we cannot

give that Credit to his Judgment and Impartia-

lity, to which his Imagination may fuggeft he

hath a Pv.ight.

In Truth, after fuch our Author's Mode of

Interpretation, vv?e cannot even confider him, as

he feems to reprefent himfelf, in his fecond Vo-

lume, in fo elevated and illuminated a Situation

as * the radiant Inhabitant of the Moon,' though

as he hath been ere6ling Caftles in the Air, he

may probably have had a more than ordinary

Connexion with that Satellite. To this Sug-

geftion it is apprehended that feme, who con-

fider his laudable Attempts to afTert Polygamy,

and recommend it to the Patronage of thofe in

Power, may be inclined to fubfcribe, and at the

fame Time applaud his Modefly, and Difftdencct

when he afcribes to himfelf a peerlefs Infallibi-

lity, and reprefents all thofe who lliall prefume

to
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to diflent from him, as fir to be only ranked

with the Tribe of merely impotent Scofil-rs,

Cavillers, and Obje<5lors, perhaps unworthy of

a Superiority to the prcfumptuoiis Quadriipede

that vainly *' infulted the Glories of the pccrlefs

Reign of the Moon."—Biit to proceed.

Neither our Author's extraordinary Conftruc-

tion, nor the Pra(5lices of Divorce and Exchange

of Wives that prevailed amongfl the Jcv/s and

Pagans, can evince that a married ^!an could

not be g^iiity of Adultery, unlefs his fcccnd

Wife was a divorced Woman. This Truth we

have already fufHcientiy evinced, but with a

View to fome Suggeftions of cur Author that

liave not been noticed, fliall repeat a Part of

what hath been offered, with lomc accclTional

ObfcTvations refpcdling t'-.:-.v!.

Our blefTed Lord, in the Gofpels of St. Mark

and St. Luke, declarcth, that * whofo ma-rieth

her that is put away, comn.itteth Adultery.' E' t

thefe Vv'ords can by no Means evince, that the

married Man who durina: the Life of his firll Wife

nidrricth another vi-ho was a Virgin or\\'idow,

t>i" anv other finale Woman, ccmmiih net Adul-

G 2 tciy.
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tery, there being no fuch particular Limitations

in thefe or any other PafTages of our Lord and

his Apoftles refpedling this Subjeft. The Sug-

geflicns of our Author and others upon this

Point, are merely conjedural, unfupported

by any particular Evidence, and contrary to

the various Declarations of the New Tefta-

ment.

Our blefTed Lord exprefsly declareth in St.

Matthew's Gofpel, that whofoever fhall put away

his Wife, except it be for Fornication, and fiiall

marry another, committeth Adultery ;—and in

St. Mark's Gofpel, that whofoever fliall put

away his Wife and marry another, committeth

Adultery againfl her.—Here are evidently no

Limitations of Adultery to the alone Inftance of

fi married Man marrying a divorced Woman,
or another Man's Wife, but the Words are ob-

viou fly general. ThcWordj anotherj evidently

being a general Term, and denoting any other

Woman, be Ihe Virgin or Widow, any W'oman
whom he fhall prefume to take as a Wife du-

ring the Life of his firft. Our Author fuggefts.

Page 374., that had our Lord intended to have
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condemned thofe who were guilty of Polygamy,

" he would Icarcely have made LTe of Words

which do not defcribe their Situation, but of

\^^ords that did. It is very plain, proceeds he,

that he that putteih away his Wife by giving

her a Bill of Divorcement, could have notliing

to do with tlie Man who took two Wives togc-

tlicr, or one to another, and cohabited witli

both." But, furcly! it is very plain thatwho-

i'oever puttctii away his Wife and marrictii ano-

ther, committcth Adultery, batb fomcthing fj

do with the Man who took, two Wives together,

as well as with him who fliould unlawfully di-

vorce them. Had not our Author endeil the

Quotation at the Word Bivcrcemer.t, and given

us but a Part of the Verfe, the Reader mud
have fecn that it had fomething to do witli the

Polygamic ; and this being the CaJe, our Lord

hath ufcd \\'ords defcriptive of his biruation.

Before our Author had attempted the prccife

Limitation of thcic Words to the Cafe of Di-

vorce alone, he fhould have been able to have

evinced that Divorce and Lxchange of W iw^

were the only Practices of the Jews and Pagans ic

the Time of our Lord's Incarnation, and then, j

have dv^duccd that fuch Practices mult be thii

only
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only Objects of thefc Difcourfes, and that con-

icquently Divorce alone was the Siibjecft in-

tended by them. But our Author will acknow-

ledge that the Hiflory of that Period evinceth,

that not only Divorce and Exchange of Wives,

but a Community of Women and Polygamy,

or Fornication and Adultery, were the Practices

of that Age: and, therefore, without ' interpret-

ing Scripture according to our own Conceits,

but by confidering the Times when. Places

where, and Situations of the Perfons to whom
in was addreffed,' we farther deduce, that they

afford no Ground for fuch Limitation as our

Author would fix upon them.

With refpe(^ to the general Tenor of the.

New Teftament, nothing can be more incon-

liftcnt with it than cur Author's extraordinary

Limitation. The New Teftament gives no

more Power to a married Man to marry another

Woman, during the Life of his firfl Wife, than

it gives to a Wife to marry another Man dur-

inp- the Life of her firft Hufband. St. Paul

exprefsly commands both Hultand and Wife,

to continue inviolably, and intirely appropriate

to each other.

^ To



( 5J )

To avoid Fornication, faith he, as before

obferved, let every Man have his own Wife,

and let every Woman have her own proper

1 lulbandi let the Hufband render to the Wife

Vie Benevolence, and likcwife alfo the Wife to

the Husband : The Wife hatli not Power over

her own Body, but the Hufband ; and likewif«

alfo, the Hufband hath not Pov/cr over his

own Body, but the Wife. Defraud ve not

lerefore one another, &c. 1 he Rights of

both Wife and Hufband are here dechred to

be equal, the Hufl:)and hath not Power over his

f.wn Body, but the Wife; the Wife hath not

'ower over her own body, but the Hulbjnd.

If it be urged that the Hufband may yet, ac-

cording to thefe Words, divide his Attention,

and have more Wives than one, it may be alfo

urged, that the Wife may divide bcr Attention,

and have more Hnjhands than one. To fcriouily

affirm that each may fo do, is to be ferioufiy

abfurd ; and alTert that both Hulband and

Wife have, and have not, the Power over each

others Perfons, at the 'iixwt. Time. If tne

WVfe hath Power over the Pcrfon of her Huf-

band he cannot confer it upon another Woman

;

and if the Huibarrd hath Power over the Perlbn

of
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of his Wife, Ihe cannot transfer it to another

Man.

The Wife, under the Difpcnfation of the

Gofpel, may certainly plead the fame Rights,

in that Refpeft, as her Hufband, the Apoftle

having made no fort of Difference in the Cafe

before us. And our Saviour alfo fpeaks the

fame Truth : for he not only declares, that if

a Woman fliall put away her Hufband, and

marry another,/;^ committeth Adultery; but

alfo that whofoever Iliall put away his Wife,

except for Fornication, and marry another,

committeth Adultery againfl her. Mark lo.

The PaiTages of the New Teilament, re-

fpe6ling the Laws of Matrimony, thtM-efore,

declare the Rights of both Hufband and Wife,

to be equal, as to the Point before us, and ex-

clude all Pretence for fuch Limitation as fome,

by forced and erroneous Expofitions, would ex-

tort from them.

I fhall difmifs this Point with the fubfequent

farther Obfervations upon our Author's extra-

ordinary Conftrudlion of the former Part of the

ninth Verfe of the nineteenth of St. Matthew.

Our
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Our Author defiring to aflert the Privilege

of a married Man marrying any Woman except

another Man's Wife; let us juft remark the

Abfurdity of fuch Limitation, and aflert the

Rights of the Wife, by tranflating a fimilar

Paflage of St. Mark, according to our Author's

Mode of Confl:ru6tion.

'the Word, another, in whofoever fhall put

away his Wife and marry another, faith our

Author, ' muft agree with the Antecedenti

Wife; therefore the Word, Wife, mufl be un-

derftood as following the Word, another y and

may be rendered in the Senfe of another Man's

Wife.'

According to fuch Tranflation of this Paf-

fage of St. Matthew, let us tranflate the fol-

lowing PaflTage of St. Mark : Mf a Woman

fhall put away her Hufband, and marry an-

other, (lie committeth Adultery.'

The Word another^ fay we, muft here agree

with the Antecedent, av^f^, ox Uujband \ there-

fore the Word Uujhand muft be underftood as

following the Word aAAw, or another, and this

may be conftrued another Woman's Hufband.

H Accord-
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According to fuch Mode of Interpretatlorr,

sherefore, our Lord's Words can here only

mean that, if a Woman fliall jput away her

Hufband and marry another Woman's Huf-

band, fhe committeth Adultery t and the plain

and obvious Inference deducible from this In-

terpretation is, that our Wives may put us

away, and at once marry as many other Men as

they pleafe, provided they are not the Huf-

bands of other Women, without being guilty

of Adultery.

Such forced and unwarrantable Interpreta-

tions of Scripture may, perhaps, be permitted

to evince the Abfurdity of them; but, furely t

ihould, in all other Inflances, be cautioufly

avoided, left the Ignorant be deceived, and the

Vicious encouraged to perfevere in a Conduft

that may prove fatal to their molt important.

Intereds.

With refpecl to the Confideration of the

Law of Mofes, the divine PermilTions ex-

tended to thofe who were under it, and other

Suggeftions of this Writer before us, they ex-

ceed the Limits of my Defign -, which was, to

confider only the PaiTages of the New Tefta-

raent.
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ment, fefpecting the Laws of Marriage, that"

he hath erroneoufly interpre'-ed ; and evince

that Polygamy, allowed under the old Tcfta-

ment, is pro'hibited by Chrid and his Apoilles;

becaufe upon their Authority alone, depends

the Truth of that Point here treated.

Our Author, however, having endeavoured

to deduce the Lawfulnefs of Polygamy from

the Mofaic Permiflion of itj and our Lord's

Declarations that he came not to deftroy the

Mofaic moral Law, but to fulfil it, I fliall con-

clude what hath been offered, with fome Obfer-

vations refpeding fuch this Writer's Deduc-

tion.

The Laws of the Old and New Tcftament

certainly afford a complete Rule of Sentiment

and Condu<fL. Eut yet, as, according to our

Author's AlTertion, the Law of Mofes permit-

ted Polygamy and unjuft Divorces, and Polv-

gamy and unjull Divorces are prohibited by

the Gofpel, v/e cannot but in thofe Refpe«5ls,

amongft others, confider the Gofpel as a more

perfeft, explicit, and complete Rule of Senti-

aient, and Ccndu6l, than the Law ; and, con-

Pi 2 fequently.
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feqiiently, than any that was ever before vouch-

fafed to Mankind.

Our blc'fied Lord, exhorting to Beneficence,

and reproving the Pharifees for their Derifion,

and undue Attachm^jnt to fecular Purfuits, ac-

quaints thenn, that a Dirpf:'nfarion was opening

to the World, that would prove adequate to

the Conviftion of their Errors, and a perfe(ft

and effedlual Rule of Behaviour,

* The Law and the Prophets, faid he, were

until John ; fince that Time, the Kingdom of

God is preached, and every one prefleth into

it.'

Yet, it is eafier for Heaven and Earth to pafs

away, than for one Tittle of the Law to fail.

And then, to evince that he meant to ad-

vance and perfedt, and not deflroy or impair

the Law, he added that * Whofoever puts

away his Wife, and marries another, commits

Adultery.' Luke i6.

Our Lord's Defign in thefe Paflages, evi^

dently;, is to fuggefl that he and John had re-

vealed
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vealed a more excellent Rule of Sentiment and

Condudl than that afforded by the Law and Pro-

phets : that he and John had prefcribed more

noble Precepts refpediing Benevolence and Be-

neficence, and a proper Contempt of the World,

than could be found in the Law or Prophets -,

who endeavoured to influence Men to the Per-

formance of their Duty in general, by only tem-

poral Motives. The Kingdom of God is now

preached, faid he, and every one prcfilth into

it J being fuperior to the Influence of fecular

Objcdls, and animated by the mofb undoubted

Afllirances of endlcfs Biifs and Glory. And,

as a farther Inftance in Proof of this Truth, as

well as that he came to perfecft the Law of

Mofes, he laid, that * Whofoever puts away

his Wife and marrieth another, commits Adul-

tery; and whofoever marrieth her that is put

away from her Hufband, commits Adultery :*

intimating that the Law permitted unjufb Di-

vorces, but the Gofpcl expreffly forbids them.

And, in the Verfe immediately preceding,

obviating any Suggefl:ion refpeding liis having

a Defign to defl:roy the Law, he declared, that

* Heaven and Earth fhould fooner pafs away,

than one Tittle of the Law fail / according to

his Declarations in other Paflages, that he came

not
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ot to deftroy the Law, but to fulfil it; that in-

ftead of abating the Force of it, he, as in the

Inftanccs adduced, came srAi5pi.?a(, to fulfil, ad-

vance, pcrfc6l, and complete it.

Our blefTed Lord was the true Light that en-

lighteneth every Man that cometh into the

World, or, according to the Hebrew Mode of

fpeaking, every Man that is born of Woman.
He was the true Light that enlighteneth every

Man, both Jews and Pagans, Trcvlococv^puTrov spp^p-

y.iwj h; to y.oT>j.cv^ and Came idto the World, not

furely to perform v/hat was unneceflary, and

only what Mofes had already done ? If this had

been the Cafe, if Mofes had fufficiently en-

lightened every Man, how could the Evangelifl

here flile our Savour, to (^w? aA?^9iyou o (paTi^n ttxvto,

av^^MTTov i^'xoij.svov £iq7o Y.o;u.ov^ the true Light that

enlighteneth all Men, both Jews and Gentiles,

.that come into the World ?

Our Lord is certainly the true and only Light

that duly enlighteneth every Man that cometh

into the World. For he alone hath brought

Life and Lnmortality to full Light, afforded

us the mofl undoubted Affurances of eternal

Happinefs in a future State, and fhewed us the

S Way
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Way that will infallibly lead to it, by prefcribing

fuch a perfect and complete Rule of Sentiment

and Condudl, as was never bcfvre his Incarna-

tion revealed to Mankind.

Our Saviour came not to dedroy the tvpical,

prophetic, or moral Part of the Law, but to

fulfil what was typified by thj Law, and fore-

told by the Prophets, to aflert the full and fpi-

ritual Import of t!ie Mofaic moral Law, and to

advance and complete it. Our Author having

afierted, that Polygamy was permitted by the

Mofaic Lav/, and therefore not im.moral, can

have no Pretence upon fuch Suppofition to af-

firm, that our Lord, by prohibiting Polygamy,

hath dcllroyed one Tittle of t!ic moral Law of

Mofcs. For if Polygamy, permitted by Moles,

be not immoral, and therefore hath no relation

to the moral Lav/, our Lord by prohibiting Po-

lyganiy, cannot have deflroyed any Part of that

Law.

Our Author fuggeRs in Page 323, that if we

alTcrt that our Saviour hath revived an old, or

exhibited a new Law, rcfpe<fling Marriage, we
Hiall adopt the Errors of Socinius and Maho-

met, who affirmed that the Law of Mofes was

abrogated
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abrogated by Chrift and others, and that a new

and more excellent Law than that of Mofes is

now prefcribed to our Conducft.

As our Writer is particularly fond of deducing

Confequences as Difcouragements to the Adop-

tion of Truths that militate againft him, it may
be neceffary, previoufly to the Reply to the Sug-

geftions before us, to declare that the Author of

thefe Obfervations upon the Ireatife on Female

Ruin, is as fincere a Friend to the Proteftant

Religion, and as remote from Heterodoxy, as

the Writer of that Treatife can pofllbly he:

that the Author of thefe Obfervations hath as

great a Regard for the Fair Sex, and ever was

as much inclined to the conjugal Union as any

the fincerefl: Votary of Hymen exifting : that

the Author of thefe Obfervations is at this Time,

and many Years hath been, a married Man :

and that though his Situation is fuch as might

render him fuperior to ordinary Reftraint, yet

hath he ever adhered to, and obfcrved the eftab-

lifhed Laws of Marriage, from Motives of Re-

gard to the Injundions of revealed Religion re-

fpecling it.

With
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With refpec^ to our Author's Suggefllons, that

if we aflert that Chrift hath exhibited a new

Law relating to Marriage, we mufl adopt the

Errors of Socinus or Mahomet, who affirn^d

that the Law of Moles was abrogated, and that

our Lord and others had introduced a new Law
more excellent than the former j furely we may
remark, that our Writer hath exonerated bimjdf

from all Imputation of that Lifanity which he

feems willing to indiredly afcribe not only to

Infidels, but alio to all fincere Chriftians who
dlfTcnt from him. For, whereas he juftly ob-

ferves with Mr. Locke, that ' Madnefs is ufually

allowed to be lb far conliflent with itfelf, as to

argue right from wrong Principles,' and hath

mofl: certainly properly applied this Obfervation

to the impious Attempts of Socinus : yet hath

our Author, in the Suggeftions before us, not

argued right from 'u^rcKg Principles, bur, con-

fiftently with himjclf^ argued wrong, from right

Principles. We contend not that the moral

Law is abrogated, but that our Lord hath per-

fevfled it, and exhibited a new Command, pro-

hibiting Polygamy ; and how fuch an Aflertioa

can entitle thofe who adopt it to the Denomi-

nations of Socinians, Mahomedans, or M.id-

I men J
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men, muft furely be a Problem that cannot

ealily be folved.

We are certainly obliged to obferve the moral

Precepts of the Mofaic Law, in all Inftances

where it correfponds with thofe of the Gofpel,

but muft ingenuoufly confefs that if, in any In-

ftance, it differeth from that of the Gofpel,

or permits what the Gofpel prohibits, we, as

Chriftians, muft give the Preference to the lat-

ter. The Mofaic Law, according to our Au-

thor, permits Polygamy -, we are convinced that

the Chriftian Law prohibits it : we are there-

fore indifpenfably obliged to obey the latter^

though its Injunftions are contrary to fuch Mo-

faic Permiffion. As to our Author's Suggef-

tions refpecling the Immutability of the Law of

Moles, and our Lord's Intention never to aflume

Authority to abrogate it, but only to fulfil

all Righteoufnefs, atteft the Perfedion of the

Law, and illuftrate and explain it—Our bleffed

Lord certainly came to diveft the Law of the

falfe Interpretations of the Jews, and to explain,

perfect, and complete it j and therefore if there

be any Improvement, or Alteration of that Law,

or any Revival of an old Law, or any new Pre-

qept exhibited in the Gofpel, all Chriftians,

knowing
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knowing them, are indifpenfably obliged to

obfcrvc thcni.

1 lie Plea of the Innmiitability, or Perpetuity

of the Law of Mofcs, cannot excufe us if we

are guilty of Polygamy under the Difpenfation

of the Gofpel ; the Mofaic Permifllon of Poly-

gamy could not be intended to be perpetual,

becaufe Chrift and his Apoftlcs have abro-

gated it, and no Chriftian can pretend to in-

dulge a Liberty that they have prohibited.

The Lawfulnefs of unjuft Divorce might as well

be deduced from the Immutability and Perpe-

tuity of the Law of Mofcs, as that of Polygamy.

Our blclTed Lord declared, that not one Tittle of

the Law Ihould fail, and that he came not to

dcftroy, but fulril it ; yet he hath moft exprelsly

abrogated the Permiirion of Divorce in thofc

liiilancct, in which it was permitted by Mofcb.

Our Saviour certainly * founded his Claim to

the Character of the Mcffiah on tlie Old lella-

ment, and never afTumed Auhority co abrogate

the moral Law of Mofcs j' but yet he hath per-

fcvfltd and completed it, and enacted a Law

contrary to the i^ermifTion of Divorce and Po-

I 2 lygamyj
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lygamy, without impeaching his own Veracity,

or deflroying the Mofaic Syftem of Morals,

Our Lord, certainly, might proteft againft all

Intention to abolifh the Mofaic Inftitutes, and

yet, without any Impeachment of his Veracity,

illuflrate, perfeft, and complete themj for,

furely, Completion and Abolition are not fy-

iionymous Terms

!

Our Saviour fubmitted to the Baptifm of

John, to filfil all Righteoufnefs, to own the In-

flitutions, comply with the Precepts, and juftify

the Wifdom of God in fending John to prepare

his Way, by calling Men to Reptiitance.

In the nth of Saint Matthew, our Saviour

faith of St. John^ that he was more than a Pro-

phet ; that none had rifen greater than John ;

and yctj that he who is leaft in the Kingdom of

Heaven, that the leafl Prophet under the Dif-

penfation of the Gofpel, is greater than he.

—

John is here reprefented as fuperior to all an-

cient Prophets, on account of his Knowledge of

the Myfleries of the Gofpel, his Teilimony to

Chrifl, and the Succefs of his Labours, as well

as his having been foretold by ancient Prophecy,

and his miraculous Birth j yet, faith our Lord,

he who is leaft in the Kingdom of Heaven, is

greater
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greater than he ; the meanefl: Preachers of the

Chriflian Religion (hall, in general, receive

greater Supplies of the Spirit, and the Know-
ledge of many important Truths of the Gol'pel,

of whicJi John v.-.s ignorant.

Our blefled Lord certainly came into the

World to fulfil all Rightcoufnefs, to prcfcribc

a complete Rule of Faith and Conduil, yet to

do nothing of himfcif, but to preach the Doc-

trines of his Father, and teach as he gave him

Commandment. John 12.— P>ut can it be in-

ferred from the'' Truths, that, as our Autlior

fuggefts, our Lord could not intend, or have

Pov/cr to prohibit Polygamy? No. The ob-

vious Inferences from hence are, not that Chrifl

by prohibiting Polygamy hath abrogated one

1 ittic of the Law, but only that he hath ful-

filled, perfected and completed it i and that, as

he taught as his Father gave him Command-
ment, his Prohibition of Polygamy, and all his

Injunclions and Prohibitions, are agreeable ta

the divine \\'ill.

The Law of Mofes, notwithftanding our Au-
thor's Suggeftions, mod certainly never com-

manded Polygamy ; tlie Mofaic Law refpeiling

4 Seduction,
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Sedudlion, by no Means expreflly commanding

Polygamy, nor indifputably extending to every

Man J and our Saviour could not abrogate

what never fubfifted. Our Lord hath revived

an old or advanced a new Law refpcft-

ino; Marriaq;e, and abolifhed the PermifTion of

Polygamy, but, by no means, hath deftroyed

any Law of Mofes that commanded it ; becaufe

no fuch Law ever fubfifted.

Our Saviour certainly attefted the Excellence

of the Law when he declared, that there is no

Commandment greater than thofe refpecling

our Love to God aad Man.

The Commandment refpe^ting our Love of

God, is the principal and fundamental Com-

mand of the Law, and that to which all other

are reducible and fubordinate. The Law re-

Ipefling the Love of our Neighbour is alfo like

unto it. Every Duty to Man is reducible to,

and will necelTarily refulr from this Principle.

The Law and the Prophets depend upon thefe

Commandments, it being the Intention of all

Revelation to prom^ote them.

Grant
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Grant we, therefore, thefe Truths alfo that

our Lord, as before obfcrved, hath diverted the

Law of the falfc Interpretations of the Jews,

fully explained it, and declared that he came to

fulfil it ; let us even alfo indulge our Author

with his Allcrtion that, when our Lord faid he

had given to his Difcij)ks a neiv Command-
ment, that Commandment wnich is particu-

larly (liled the Law of Cbrifly he meant only to

cftablilh, and more powerfully enfore, an eld

Commandment
; yet what Advantage can pof-

fibly be derived ^rom thefe Conccfiions, to our

Author's Caufe ? Will thefe Conceflions evince,

that becaufe our Lord came not to abolilh the

Mofaic moral Law, he could not fulfil, perfe<5l,

and complete it? Will they evince, tliat he

could not foibid a Pradice that Mofcs had ne-

ver enjoined ? Becaufe they arc inconfiftent witli,

an Intention to abrogate the Lav/, can they alft*

be inconfiftent witii a Dcfign to prohibit Poly-

gamy, which the Law never commanded ?

\i our Autiior would efle«ftually advance his

Purpofc, it Ihould be recollected that it v«i|l be

incumbent upon him to not only exhibit unquef-

tionable Evidence a2;ainft: the AbroQ:ation of the

Alolaic PermifTion of Polygamy, but alfo to

produce
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produce an exprcfs Command of Polygamy from

the Law of Mofes. Previoufly to the Impeach-

mentofour Lord's Veracity, who protefted againft

the Abolition of thCjLaw, diligent Search after the

Command of Polygamy fhould be made amongft

the Mofaic Inftitutes ; and if our Author's Lna-

gination fliould fuggcfl to him, that the de^

firahle Injunflion hath not eluded his In-

quiry, he will have the Satisfaftion of conceive-

ing that he is intitled to no trifling Acknowledg-

ments fi-om many well-diffofed People, whofe

Minds have hitherto been filled with Matters of*

fore Reftraint, by thofe of our Commentators

who were incapable of fuch deep, and beneficial

Inveftigation. Nor hath our Author Reafon to

npprehend, that the Refult of fuch laudable In-

quiries can prove, in the leaft, inconfiflent with

his Profeflions as a Freethinker in thefe Points,

ar as a Friend to the Law, and an Enemy to

i;Hlgar Prejudice, and Preconception. For the

titmoft Confcquences of the Invefligation of a

Mofaic Injunftion of Polygamy, can prove

Only that Mofes commaiidcd all Votaries

of H^'men not merely to look with Defire

after, but to freely have perfonal Intercourfe

%'ith, and, at once, marry as many

Women
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Women as they pleafed ; and th?: all irregu-

lar DePre and Commerce between the Sexes,

and Adultciy and ?edu(5lion, inftead of being

cenfurable, were commendable and virtuous,

under the Mofaic Difpeiiiation. But, cmat9

ludoy it mufh be ingcnuoufly confeflcd, that

fuch our Author's Rcfearchcs would be intirely

unneceflary ; for could the Refult of them prove

an exprcfs Command of Polygamy, yet, as be-

fore obfcrved, we as Chrillians, mufl Hill be

indifpenfibly obliged to adhere to the Injunc-

tions of the Gofpel which cxpreffly forbid it.

But to proceed. Chrift hath, certainly, re-

duced the Law of Marriage to its primitive In-

llitution, and abrogated all Perniillion of Poly-

gamy, and unjufb Divorce. Chrift, th-rcfore,

hath prohibited, what our Author afferts was

before permitted or difpcnfcd with; and ycC

afted confillcntly with his Declaration, that he

came not to dcftroy, but to fulfil, advance and

complete the L.aw : The Law of Mofcs was

primarily addrclTed to, and intended for, the

Jews ; and our Saviour hath perfected, ad-

vanced and rendered it, by the yiccejjion of the

Gojpel, a moil complete Rule of Faith and Con-

dud to all Mankind.

K. To
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To thefe Truths it is prefumed our Author

will readily fubfcribe, unlefs he would avow a

Purpofe to advance the Doftrines and Com-
mands of the Old Teftament to a Superiority

over thofe of the New, or at leaft to an Equa-

lity with the Gofpel as an univerfal Rule of Sen-

timent and Condud:, to which the Old Tefta-

ment aflerts no Claim.

Our Author aflerts, that the Prohibition of

Polygamy by our Lord, would prove an Im-

peachment of the divine Wifdom and Prefci-

ence, ' as arguing an Imbecility or Weaknefs

* of Underftanding and Knowledge, like that

* of human Legiflators, who make Laws to

* remedy Evils as they arife before them, but

' cannot tell what a Day may bring forth ; and

* therefore repeal at one Time, the Law which

* they made at another.' Page 2^^.—This, it

is confefled, is a pretty ftrong Aflertion, and

feems to border upon fomething worfe than In-

fanity.

However, the Abfurdity of this Suggeftion

is adequate to its Strength and Confidence. For

nothing can be more evident, than that fuch a

Prohibition of Polygamy is fo remote from all

Impeach-
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Impeachment of the divine Wifdom and Pre-

fcience, as to be entirely confonant with that

Wifdom which hath ever been vifible and ad-

mired in God's Regulation and Government of

Mankind, and particularly in his revealing Doc-

trines and enading Laws according to the Ca-

pacities and Situations of his Creatures, as they

could bear tiiem.

It becomes not finite Beings upon Earth to

pretend to afllgn with Certainty the Reafons of

divine Permifllonsi various Solutions have been

attempted, that fome have adopted, others rc-

jedled, as muft be the Cafe where Revelation

hath not afforded any exprefs Declaration, or

fufficient Light refpefting them. But, though

we have no exprefs Declaration of Scripture

concerning the Aflcrtions before us, yet have

we certain Facts evincing the Abfurdity and

Error of them.

Our Author in the PafTages tranfcribed, and

in thofe immediately preceding, hath confidently

affirmed, that ''It is as impojfilk that Chrill

*' lliould condemn Polygamy as Adultery, as

" that he fliould allow Adultery as lawful Com-
" mercej and that to fuppofe God to ever re-

K 2 ** voke.
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f' voke, alter, or change the moral Inftltutes of

" the Old Teftament, is to fuppofe fome Defed
*' in the Deity, and impeach his Wifdom and

" Prefcience." Page 2^2'

Would not any Reader unacquainted with the

Scriptures, infer from fuch confident, not to fay

impious AfTertions of a Preacher of the Gofpel,

that no Inftance of the Alteration or Repeal of

any divine Inftitutions and Laws can pofiibly

be produced from the facred Writings ?

Our Author's aflerting the Immutability of

the Law, and denying even Chrifl or the Deity

a Power to revoke, alter, or perfefl his moral

Inftitutes, induce one to think, that this Writer

hath adopted certain metaphyfical Pofitions,

which, by ufurping the Place of Truth, often

prove the Source of pernicious Error. We muft

fuppofe our Author to have fo long dwelt upon

the eternal and unalterable Fitnefs and Unfitnefs

of Things, as to have conceived all Change of

them an Impoffibility : when after all abftracft

Reafonings and Harangues upon thefe Points,

nothing is more evident than that Things are

only fit, or unfit, as they relate to the Capaci-

ties., Situations, and Condition of Mankind j

ancj
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and thefe Circumftances chang d or altered,

that which was before fit, becomes unfit, and

that which before was innocent and virtuous,

is now criminal and vicious.

I fhall conclude what hath been offered, with

one Inftance, amongH: others that might be ad-

duced, that evince the Dciry to have altered

and even revoked, as well as permitted the

Violation of his Inftitutions and Laws, accord-

ing to the Capacities, Condition, and Situations

of Mankind.—God cxprcfsly commanded our

firft Parents, and their immediate SuccefTors, to

increafc and multiply, at a I ime when their Si-

tuation was fuch that they could not obey this

Law, without committing an Aci which by a

fubfcquent Law hath been prohibited as a Sin

of the deepell Dye,

All perfonal Intercourfc between Brother and

Siller, is exprcfsly forbidden by the Lcvitical

Law} and nothing is more fevcrcly reprobated

and condemned, in the New Teilament, than

the inceftuousXommercc of the Sexes.

God's Command rerpe(fl;ng Population by

l^erlbns nearly related, hath therefore been abro-

4 gated
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gated by both the Old and Kew Teflament, the

Deity having, fince their Promulgation, pro-

hibited what before he permitted and enjoined.

Nor can fuch Prohibition, in the ieaft, impeach

the Wifdom or Knowledge of the Deity, fince

the Circumftances and Situation of Mankind,

at firil:, rendered fuch Permiflion indifpenfably

neceflary. We therefore can fafely affirm,

that it is 7iot impofllble that the Deity fhould

alter or revoke, or repeal at one Time the Law
that he made at another.

THE END,
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ADVERTISEMENT.

^
I

^ HE Author of the follow-

ing Leaves, delivers them

to the Public, with that Caution

which the Importance of the Mat-

ter requires.—lie has been in-

duced to take up tlie Pen, from

the Abhorrence in which he holds

the Syflcni endeavoured to be

eftablillied in that Work, vrhich

is



ADVERTISEMENT.

is now the Subjedi of his Com-

ment ; and from a Convidion

that it will not ftand the Teft of

God's Word, when taken in the

Aggregate.—How far he has fuc-

ceeded in his Ideas upon the

Occafion, muft be left to the

Judgment of the Reader.

The Writer is aware of the

facred Ground on which he is

treading, while as a human Crea-

ture, he prefumes to oiFer any

Illuftration
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Illiinration of the Wcrd of God.

If in this Part of his Undertaking

he fhould be found to have erred,

he is not only ijcilling but dcftrcus

to be correded :—only referving

to himfclf the Confcioufnefs of

not Iiaving intended to put any

Conftrudions on the Word of

Truth, inconfiftcntwith the Glory

and Perfcdions of it's Author.

For the feeble Manner in which

he has fupportcd his own Con-

vicflions

;
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vidlions ; and for the Inaccuracies

of Stile and Compofitioiij the

Writer craves the Indulgence of

thofe, into whofe Hands this Trifle

may fall.

O^loler 5, 1780,

A L E T-
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R r. V. S I R 4

f I MI E work which you have lately

clcllvcrcd to the public, is calcu-

latctl to call fort]^ the attention of every

fcrious-mindcd nian ; as it i-, fraught

with principles, which, if fu tic red to

take place, niull: produce fome very im-

portant revolutions in the manners of

the world. I have perufcd the perform-

B ance
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ance with that caution and diligence

which it required. I entered upon it

without having my judgment perverted

with thofe prejudices which too fre-

quently a£luate the multitude.

I am now about to offer an obferva-

tion or two upon what I conceive to be

the mofl material part of your work ;—

I

mean the Chapter of Polygamy. I am

not unconfcious of my own incompe-

tency to enter the lifts with you, on the

matter of critical difquilition. If our

prefent fubje6l required the aid of fcho-

laftic erudition, I fhould tremble at the

idea of hazarding an opinion contradic-

tory to your own.

Believe



[ 3 ]

Believe mc, Sir, tliis is not the lan-

guage of compliment, for no one holds

in more finccrc admiration the depth of

your argument, the clofenefs of your

reafoning, or tlic profundity of your ta-

lents ; but you are hardly to be reminded

tliat you have endeavoured to cflablifh

your I'yflem on the written wot J of God

j

ahfl:ra<flcdly from all other authorities ;

confequentlv any perfon who can read

tlic Bible with that fpirit which renders

it proftable for infruclion, is equal to the

defence of any truth, or the oppofing

any error, with the moH: learned Draw-

canfir who ever wielded a pen in the

field of argument.

B 2 The
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The chief object of your labours feems

to be the iuflification of Polygamy ;

a mode of condu6l, it muft be confelT-

ed, not unfrequently adopted by the

world hi pradlice, though rarely hitherto

vindicated on principle. This talk was

referved for a Gentleman of your order

and charader. You have, in truth,

produced authorities innumerable from

the Scriptures ; but you will pardon me

when I intimate my fufpicions from

what I have read, that you have made

thofe authorities correfpond with your

iyflem, inftead of rendering the fyftem

fubfervient to the word of truth ; or, to

fpeak in plainer terms, it appears to me

that
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that you have ma.le the Bible rather the

prop, than the foundation, of your hy-

pothcfis.

Inftanccs have been produced by you,

ahiioft without number, wherein many

charaders under the Mofalc difpenfation

lived in a ihite of polygamy, without

it's having appeared tliat thcv thereby

incurred the difpleafurc of their God.

This cannot be attempted to be denied

:

but it becomes a queftion of very great

importance, and well worthy of mature

confideraiion, whether thefe facls were

not permitted, as the efpecial means,

to anfwer fome very particular purpofes

in the theocracy over the Jews.

It
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It has been, I believe, conje£lured, that

this, among other circumftances, was

intended to fecure the promifed Meffiah

from the imputation ofdefccnding other-

wife, than from the feed of Abraham,

and that fo foon as this end was accom-

plifhed, the plurality of wives was no

longer to be warranted.

To account for the manner in which

this conje<3:ure might be fuppofed to

operate, is more than I undertake. Nor

indeed can it be for man to enter into

the fecret comifels of GoJ. However, all

this conjectural reafoning is of no avail,

as it leads to no certain conclufions.

Admitting
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Admitting the force to be derived

from the inftances recorded In the Old

Teftament, it remains to be proved, that

this mode of conduct ftands juftified un-

der the gofpel difpenfation.

You have with great proprictv repeat-

ed to us the argument, that as Cod is

the author of the moral, as well as of

the religious world, whatever was by

liini, at the firfl: foundation of tlic crea-

tion, conftituted tnoral, murt:, according

to the eternity of his law, c :ntinue fo

to the end. h\ fupport of this, you

properly introduce the well known af-

lertion of our Lord, who tells us. Matt.

V. 17, 18. *' Think not I am come to

'* deftroy
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** deflroy the Law, or the Prophets ; I

** am not come to deftroy, but to fulfil.

" For verily I fay unto you, 'till

** Heaven and Earth pafs, one jot, or

*' one tittle, fhall in no wife pafs, (V/7/

" alljhall befulfilled *".)

We admit this as an irrefragable por-

tion; but in admitting it, we muft be

cautious in afcertaining what really con-

flitutes this law ; otherwife, * in the

language of Lord Shaftefbury t? " We

* It is rather remarkable, Mr. M. when he

quotes this authority of our Lord, leaves out this

very material part of it—But more of this pre-

fently.

t I dcfire to be properly underftood. I do not

jntroduce his lordfhip as any authority, I only

adopt his phrafe.

** may



[ 9 ]

" may chance to do God little honour,

*' when we nitendcd him the moA:."

Here the quedion Is, whether the term

** Law," In this place, comprehends

within its meaning, the whole of the

Mofaic Code, whether ceremonial, poli-

tical, or moral.

It" I underftand your opinion, you in-

fer from it, that whatever ftands re-

corded as the Law, of wliatever nature

!t may be, under the Moiliic Difpenfatl-

on, is equally obUgatory under that of

ChrilL I believe many will differ from

you ; becaufe it can hardly admit ol: a

doubt, that there were feme laws cal-

culated for the peculiar direction of the

C Jewilh



[ 10 ]

Jewifh nation, in their political capacity^

Ivhich were not intended as permanent

rules of government to the fucceeding

world ; confequently, though thefe

were laws declared hy God himfelf,

through the inftrumentality of his fer-

vant Mofes, they did not conflitute part

of his eternal Law, hut were only in-

tended as a portion of their ordinary ju-

riiprudence, accommodated to the na-

ture, and to the temporary exigence of

the people^

Few perfons, I apprehend, are fo un-

acquainted with their Bible, as to re-

quire many proofs to be brought for-

ward to illuftrate the propriety of this

opinion :
—

•
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opinion:— but by way of fupporting

the argument, we will refer the Render

to one or two calc.>, which will llrike

conviclion on the lubject.

In the firfl place, the original com-

mand, *' Incrcafe and multiply," mull:,

in the carliefl: iiiftances, have been ful-

filled through the medium of incclluous

commerce : — but wlu ii the world had

become iufficiently
j
copied, this no

lop.ger was permitted ;
— and thence it

became fui. This is a prQof that means

were occn'ionally niade uie o[ to for-

ward the divine purpofcs, which, wlicii

cpmpleated, ceafed to be lawful :
—

hs:;nce it appears, that the law of wiiich

C Z Wv
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we are fpeaking, was fubje£t to that va-i

nation, which the urgency of events

at that time rendered neceflary.

Exodus xxi. 28,29. furnifhcs us with

another inftance, proving the propriety

of our fentimenis on this head. The

Word of God there fays,

" If an ox. gore a man or a woman

'< that they die, then the ox fhall be

<* furely floned, and his flefli fhall not

** be eaten, but the owner of the ox;

<' ihall be quit.

*' But if the ox were wont to pufh

^' with his horn in time pafl:, and it

** hath been teftified to his owner, and

^' he hath not kept him in, but that he

*' hath
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•' hath killed a man or a woman, the

*' ox (hall he ftoncd, afid his (m'ner alfq

^' JImll he put to death:'

Is it to he hclieved, that, under the

government of the NewTeftament, this

(latutc continues to operate as an unre-

pealed command ? Surely npt. It

could only he intcnd«.d as a part of the

civil policy of the Jews, and hy no

means as a portion of the unchangeable

law of God.

Again, wc find in Leviticus xxiv. 20.

it is declared that there fhall he *' breach

^* for breach, eve for eye, tooth for

*' tooth; as he hath caufcd a hlemifh

«* in a man, io fliall it be done to hiin

«' agani.
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*' again.** This law was abrogated by

Chrifl himfelf, when upon earth.

Thefe extra6ls from the only infalli-

ble guide, the Word of 'Truth, will, I

apprehend, by every candid enquirer,

be admitted as authorities fufficiently

proving, that every law which was

given by Mofes to the Jews, cannot be

confidered, in each inftance, as the un-

changing fhandard of God's will.

It muft be allowed, that throughout

your Publication, you have proved

yourfelf an indefatigable advocate for

the univerfality and immutability of

every command which flands recorded

on the faithful page of facred hiflory.
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In the fupport of this train of ideas,

voii have adopted the only method of

flamping convidion on the minds of

your Readers, comparing Scripture with

Scripture. In doing thl>, lunvcvcr, the

excefs of your zeal has fometimcs hur-

ried vou into conclufions by no means

correrpondei\t with the letter of the

text.

It is here that I cannot forbear mak-

ing what, by fome, may be deemed a

prefumptuous obfervatiun. That in fe-

veral comments, interpretations, and pa-

raphrafes, which you have made on the

facred authorities introduced, you have

put fuch conftrudions on them, as evi-

dently
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dently to deflroy or pervert their literal

meaning. In confirmation of this affer-

tion, I think I can appeal to two or three

Inflances, wherein I am inclined to be-

lieve I fhall be joined by every impar-

tial and unprejudided perfon.

The firft inftance of this kind to he

brought forward, fhall be precifely iii

your own words :
'* 2> have heard that

*^ it hath been faidy An eye for an eye, a

" tooth for a tooth; hut I fay unto you^

*' that ye rejift not evil, but wbofoever

^^ fallfmite thee on the right cheek, turn

*' to him the other alfo, &c. This refers

" to Exodus xxi. 24. where the Law of

** retaliation was enabled, to be admi-

" niftered
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*« n'iftered by the Judges of Ilrael in a

*' judicial wav, oa the lawful convi6lion

" of offenders : but the Jews, who

' were taught to abufe every thing,

*' made tliis a rule of proceeding in their

" own private acls of revenge upon

'^ one another. Such a temper and

*' difpofition as this was very i'miui to

*' indulge, much more to gratify ; our

*' Lord therefore checks this, by teach-

*' ing patience and forbearance, and

' doing good to, rather than injuring

" their enemies. But still here ;s

*' NO NEW LAW."

Now, Sir, witliout bewildering our-

fclves in the fubtleties of fophiiby, let

D me
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tne afk you what can be plainer than

this being a new law ? Our Saviour tells

us, *' Ye have heard, that it hath been

^« faid, an eye for an eye, &c. But

*' 1 fay unto you, that ye relift not evil,*'

&c. Inafmuch as if he had faid,

you know that it has hitherto been a

part of the law, that retaliation fhoul4

in every inftance take place : but the

fpirit of my government, is of a more

benign, and humble nature ; I will not

that you dofo now; for inftead of urging

your refentments for the injuries you

?nay receive in the world, it is the px-

prefs command of me, Jehovah, who

am greater than Mofes, to you my Dif-

ciples.
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ciples, that you refill: not, anJ that ye

endue yourfelvcs with that paffivc cou-

rage, which can alone render you meet

for the kingdom of Heaven.

I will not hcfitate to aflcrt, that fa

plainly as language can bcunderfood,

it is ftrongly implied that our Lord's

doclrincwas (in this inflance) of a fpirit

totally repugnant to, and fubverfivc

of that of Mofes, and confequcntly, it

was to every intent and purpofe a neiO

law.

Happily for the fentiment which we

here embrace, this isfiot theonly authori-

ty inilluftration of it's propriety. It ftands

D 1 con-
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ftonneded with other paflages, equally

as ftrong, if not more in point. That

facred character, who fpeaking of him-

felf, tells us, that he is '' The way^ the

*' truth, and the life,''' has in Matt; v.

i^^, 44. this remarkable injundion :

** Ye have heard that it hath been faid,

*' thou fhalt love thy neighbour, and

*' hate thine enemy : But I fay unto

*' you, love your enemies, blefs them

*' that Gurfe you, do good to them that

** hate yoi7, and pray for them which

*' defpitefully ufe you, and perfecute

_*' you.'* The fame divine perfon,

*' who /pake cis never man fpalie^"* utters

thefe expreffive words, John xiii. 34.



t 2' ]

** A nciv commandment I give unto you,

** that yc love one another; as 1 have

** loved you, that ye alio love one ano-

*' ther."

If words can convey any prcclfc idea,

it cvidentlv appears from thefe palTagcs

in the New Tcftamcnt, that fomc of the

leading principles of the Molaic law

were abrogated by Chrifl: himfclf ; and

that in their Aead a new fyrtem was fet

lip, of an intinitely more refined and

fpiritual nature.

In order to juflify myfclf in having

brought againfl: you fo heavy a charge,

as that of deflroying the fenfe of your

fcriptural quotations, I Ihall proceed to

bring
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bring forward another inftance. A faltha

ful extract from your Work {hall be my

beft teftimony.

" To contend for Chrlfl^s enabling

** any new law, contrary to the law of

*' nature, and of the Old Teftament, is

*' to call in queftion his veracity, and to

•' place him in a rank oi impojiurey evert

*' below Mahomet himfelf. Mahomet

*' profefTed to deftroy the law and the

*^ prophetSy as they had deftroyed all

^* precedingfyfiemr. whereas Chriil mofl

^« folemnly declared, that heaven and

*' earth could fooner" pafs, than one jot ot*'

" t'lttle pafs from the law, Think not^

*' faid he, that I came to deftroy tJie

** kw
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** law or the Prophets, I am not como

«* to dcftroy, but to fulHL" So far from

" abrogating the lazv, or rule of llfe^

^* which had been delivered by the hand

'* of Mvjcs^ or fettlng up a neiv law ia

*' oj)pofition to it; he came into the

** world to be fubjecl to it in all things,

** and fo to fuh'il the whole nghicoufnej^

*' of it, Matt. iii. 15."

Before I make any animadverfions

upon this paflage, I am dcfirous to

be informed of the rcafon, which

induced you to omit the very ma-

terial claufc, annexed to that autho-

rity of our Lord, which you here intro-

duce, that ** Heaven and earth could

** fooner
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** fooner pafs, than one jot or tittle pafs

** from the law.'* You fhould at any

rate have given us the whole of the fen-

tence, if you meant to be candid in your-

inference, but ** you alter the text, and

'* make a refutable doctrine of your

*' own." Our Saviour adds that, which

makes the moft material part of the

argument, //// all Jloall be fulfilled.

Thereby qualifying the general aflertion,

and doubtlefs intending to convey the

idea, that a period was approaching,

when this law was to be done away;

the epocha of this great event was to

take place at that moment when all

Jhould he fulfilled. What was implied

by
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by this fulfilment ; and its confequences

Ihall be taken notice of hereafter.

If I were to tell my fervant, that itwas

not my intention to pay him his hire,—

•

//// he /l.^ould have finijhed his ivork^ he

wouKl relT: latisfied ; take away, howe-

ver, the latti r claufe, he would tiien,

indeed, have reafon lo fear that 1 ficver

meant to (\o him juftice. However i.\'

miliar this mode of reafoning may ap-

pear to a perfon of vour fuperior lacd-

tics, 1 have no doubt of your entering

into its principle. I am really appic-

henfive, from the manner in which you

have maimed the text to which we

bear reference, you were oonfcious,

that, if taken in its entire, literal con-

E flrudtion.
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ftru£i:Ion, it would prove too much for

your purpofe, *' and of courfe (in your

*' own words on another occafion) prove

*' nothing."

Such a breach of candour, in one

calling himfelf a Minifler of Chrift, who

pretends to reft his doctrines upon the

Word of God, fhould be fufficient to

arm his Readers with a caution how

they entered upon his Work ; left, rely-

ing upon what they would juftly con-

ceive to be the only genuine teft of

Truth, they fhould find themfelves

mifled, and that fatally, by the partial

conceits of a prejudiced advocate.

Very diftant from me be the idea of

affixing to the facred charader of the

In-
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Incarnate God, the imputation of

impofturc. I hope the prefumption of

differing from you in opinion, will not

amount to the convidioa of fuch atro-

cious guilt ; for I will confefs to you,

that, fo far as my undcrf^anding is ca-

pable of receiving inllrudtion from the

Word of Truth, my mind is impreflcd

with a convi(flion that the cftablirtiment

of Mofes, as well Icgiflative as ceremo-

nial, was abrogated by the great facrificc

of ChriiL I derive great confidence in

maintaining this principle, from the au-

thority of St. Paul, who proves, from

the argument of philofophical necefiity,

that it muft have been fo, from the very

nature of things.

E 2 His
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His words on this head are altogether

conclufive

:

** If therefore, fays he, perfection

" were by the Levitical priefthood (for

*' under it the people received the law)

" what further need was there that

*' another prieft fliould rife after the

" order of Melchifedec, and not be

" called after the order of Aaron ?"

" For the priefthood being changed,

*' there is made of necefllty a change of

*' the law," Heb. vii. ii, 12. Again

farther on, St. Paul, continues to ob-

ferve, " for there is verily a difannull-r

*' ing of the commandment going be-

*' fore, for the weaknefs and unprofl-

*' tablenefs thereof/*
(£ For
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*' For the law made nothlnc^ perfc£l,

*' but the bringing in of a better hope

'* (iid\ by the which we draw nigh iin-

" to God.'* Vcr. 1 8, 19.

I will not fo far doubt the compre-

henfion of the reader, as to fuppofe that

thefe paiTagcs require any comment

or ilkidration ; language cannot deliver

itfclf in more intelligible terms. They

prove the truth of our ncmifc?, with an

irrefilliblc dcmonflratloii.

I now undertake to fay, I have proved

that the law of Mofes, was not only

fubjecl to variation, but tliat it was in

many inftances, avftually lupcrfedcd and

aholifhed, by a priefl: greater than Mofes,

even him who was *' for ever after the

" order
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'* order of Melchlfedec." I fhall not be

fufpe6ted of arrogance, or of affuming

any perfonal vanity, in having thus ex-

prefled myfelf, as I have not hazarded

the opinion upon a mere ipfe dixit of any

one. I have not maintained my princi-

ples upon the authority of any human

teftimony : but I have built my houfe

upon a rock, againft which if the rains

defcend, and the floods come, and the

winds blow, it fhall not fall, for it is

founded upon a rock :—'this Rock is

Christ himfelf.

From what I have advanced, -I hope

it will not be unjuftly inferred, that I

charge the word of God with an incon-

gruity of command. No perfon is

more
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more fmcerely convinced th?.n I am,

that the law was perfedl to thofe to

whom it \va^ given under every part

of its refpedive difpenlation ; I only

contend, that a dilcriminating line is to

be drawn between the partial and tem-

porary fvftcm delivered to the Jews,

as a peculiar people, and the fixed, eter-

nal, and Ipecific law of God.

It cannot be matter of information to

thofe, who have rend the Bible with any

attention, when wc remark that the

hiftory of the Old Teftament is little

elfe than a feries of events, ordinances,

rites. Ceremonies, and lacrifices, which

were fo many prefigurations of thofe

intended to take place under the new co-

venant ;
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venant: that the prophecieswere a farther

confirmation to thofe hopes, which were

derived from the promifes held out in

the Pentateuch ; and that the New

Teflament, is the hiflory of the com-

pletion of thofe engagements entered

into by the Saviour of the world.

The death of the crofs conftituted

that great complete facrifice, without

which the wrath of God could not have

been appeafed, and of which every ante-

cedent ceremony, had only been the

forerunner and the harbinger. It was

here, that the form was abforbed in

eiTence :—it was here, the type was fwal-

lowed up in the antitype :—it was here,

Chriil became the corner ftone of that

edifice,
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which having raifed a foundation on

the ruins of the law, towered above all

the ordinances, and the righteoufnefs of

the world :— it was here th-it compre-

henfive exprelfion of St. John had its

authority confirmed— " The law was

*' given by Mofcs ; hut Grace and

*' Truth came by Jesus Christ:'*

— it was licre the " confummatum {/?,'*

took place ;— it was here the fulfilment

of the law was compleated ; and confe-

quentlv, it was here the moral law was

fuperfeded, and the ritual law was

annihilated.

From the time when our Lord defcend-

id upon earth, to the period in which

F thofe
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thofe " ftripes were inflided by which

** we are healed," it was a part of his

employment, to confirm the divinity

of his miflion, by fome of thofe marr

vellous a£ls, which could alone have

their origin from Gcd.—In the midfl

of thefe glorious manifeflations of his

power, by which the authenticity of his

facred character was eflablifhed and

confirmed, he took every opportunity

to exhort his difciples and followers to

adopt thofe rules of conduct, from time

to time laid down by him, and recorded

for pur inftrudion in the New Tefla-

ment ; without which, it was morally

impoflible ^hey could be enabled to ap-

ply
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plv to tlicmfclves, and to experience the

all-fufticiency of that atonement, he

was about to make for the fins of the

world. Tliefc rules when colkcfted, con-

ftltute a fyftem of ethics, as much fu-

perior to, and more Ipirituai than nny

preceding iydcm (comprehending even

the Mofaic) as tlie heavens arc higher

than the earth.

Many of the advocates for the eter-

nity of the Mofaic law, will moft likely

urge an argument from which thtv u ill

probably expccl to draw a |.owerful in-

ference, viz. that feme parto of the

Jewilh code were taken up, ;ind incor-

porated with that of our Lord ; we -ad-

F 2 mit
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mit the propofition : but what is to bf

drawn from it ? fimply this, that Chrift

having generally abolifhed the whole of

the Mofaic law, thought proper to adopt

ibme detached fpiritual parts of that

law, and to make them a part of that

cftablifhment, which it was his inten-

tion to have obferved throughout all

ages of the church : and this not becaufe

they belonged to the law of Mofes, but

that they correfponded with the nature

bf his own : by the fame parity of rea-

foning (in order to illuftrate great things

by fmall) by which a conqueror hav-

ing taken poffeffion of a kingdom ac-

quired by the power of his arms, abo-

liihes
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lifhes the old fyftcm of government

;

nnd while he is compiling a new code

of laws, finds it expedient to incorpo-

rate with it lonie abflraCled parts of thd

former flatiites, not becaufc they be-

longed to the people before they were

fubdued, but becaufc they were con-

genial witii the fpirit of thofc laws, in-

tended to be put in execution.

In all that I have wriit.n on thi> fub-

jedl, it has been my endeavour to efta-

blifh the truth of two or three proporti-

ons :— I fliall here fet them forth :

I. That the political law, as delivered

to the Jews by Mofes their legiflator,

was not eternal,

II. That



[ 38 ]

II. That the ritual law, was only ty-

pical of that facrifice, which was to be

made for the fins of the world by Jesus

Christ, the Incarnate God.—And

III, That fo foon as the ferpent's

head had been atftually bruifed by the

woman's feed, the ritual law was done

away ; and the moral law of Mofes

was fuperfeded by another, of a more

pure, fpiritual, and refined nature.

I am convinced, that what I have here

advanced, can receive its confirmation

from an authority no lefs refpedable

^han the Bible ; from thefe data I fhall

deduce fome inferences^, which, if fairly

applied.
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applied, miiil: Lad to the overthrow of

your fyAem in lavour of polygamy.— It

is here, indeed, that the matter between

us is brought to the tcfl: : you contend,

that the plurality of wives having been

permitted under the law of Mofes, muft

of courfe continue to be io under that

of Chrifl. By the principle on which

I am reafoiiing, the practice of polygamy

mufl: receive its permiffion Je novo, under

the covenant of the New Tt-flamciit,

ere it can be warranted.

It is a circumftance very favourable

to the opinion v.hich I have endeavoured

to efl:;blil"h, that thouoh there were fe-

vera!
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veral examples of polygamy among

the favourites of God in the Jewifh

oeconomy, which had the fandion of

divine authority, there does not appear

an inftance of the fame kind among the

glorious company of the apoftles, or

among any of the bleffed chara£lers re-

corded in the hiftory of Chrifl;—

nor is there any one text in the evange-

lical or apoftolic writings, which if fair-

ly conflrued, can be faid to authorize

fuch an indulgence. Let us, however,

appeal to the touchflone itfelf. I look

for no other proof than what you have

provided. You have happily fupplied

me
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me with the text, though we are not a-

jireed in the comment. St. Paul's ad-

drefling hnnfclf to the Corinthians,

gives the following injunction, i Cor.

vii. 2—5.

" To avoid fornication, kt cvi-ry man

*' have his own wife, and let every wo*

" man have her own hufband.

*' Let the hufband render unto the

*' wife due benevolence, and alio the

*' wife unto the hulhand.

" The w^ife hath not power of her

*' own bodv, but the hulhand ; and

*' likcwife alfo the hufband hath not

" power of his own body, but the

" w4fe.

G Defraud
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** Defraud you not orie the ether, ex-

•^ cept it be with confent for a time,

'^'' that ye may give yourfelves to fafting.

'' and prayer; and come together again,

" that Satan tempt you not for your in-

*' continency."

It was a property of one of the fallen

Angels, to

——

^

'* nake the worfe appear

** The better reafon, to perplex arid da(h

" Matureft counfels."

I cannot, indeed, conceive that you are

actuated by fo unworthy a principle ;

but it will not be exceeding the limits

of candid criticifm to fay, that, in your

hands^. the fpirit of this paffage of St.

Paul evaporates, and is deprived of aU
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intrinfic meaning. Vmir liiduflry haj

been exerted lo obvi;.rc its l.t.ril con-

il:rr<Slion, by means of critical difquifi-

tions, forced allufions, and far-fetched

conceits*. lii my idea, nothing c^n be

clearer

* As the limits of this publication will not

permit us to be too diffufivc in our quotations, we

Ihall confine ourfdvcs to one cxtraift from Mr.

M.'s comment upon this palTagc of St. Paul. This

will be fufficicnt to fhew what ftiifts a prejudiced

author is occafionally obliged to make ufc of, when

he is determined at all hazards, to defend his hy-

pothecs.

" As for the conciufion agninft polygamy,

*' which is drawn from the word w;//*-, as well as

*« the word ht/JhanJ he\t\g in the fmgular number,

*' it will not hold j for the fcriptures plainly (hew

" us, that wife mail frequently be underftood in

*' a diftributive fenfe. A remarkable paffage of

••* this fort is in i Tim. iii. 12. Let the deacons

SS If thg hujbands y One Wife, /a»Sj 7v»aixof i.^^tj,

G 2 ** Bu;
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clearer than there being a mutual con-

trad on the part of the man and wo-

man.

** But can any body fuppofe, that there was to be

" but one wife amongft them all ? So in the tenth

** commandment, Thou Jljalt net ccvet thy nc'igh-

** hour's Wife. This (like ox^ afs, houfe^ fer-

" 'vant) mufl be taken in a d'ljirihut'ive fenfe, and

*' mean any married wotr.an, or wo!?ien whatfo-

*' ever. So £xod. xxi. 33. If a man dig a pit, a,nd

*' not cover it^ and an ox or an afs fall therein
., th(

*' ovjner of the pit /hall make it good, Szc. Are not

<' pits ^W"^ oxen, and affes, to be up.derftood ? So

** in the text, the word Wife means any woman,

<* or women^ who may be married to the man."

—

t

Excf LLENT Logician !

*' The word Hufband mufl: be underflood in an

^' exclufve f nfe, becauf^ the whole Bible fhews

*' that a womaii could have but one hufband, here

*' well exprtlled by the 'i^io'j a.vifix..'" Mr, M. fee-

ing that the text, if applied in its literal fenfe,

would militate v/ith his dcdtrine, takes care to let

)iis Reader know, that the word Wife mufl: be

^onfidered in a dijiributivc, byt the Husband in

9n
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man, equciJh oblioatory on Loth. So

much am I iatisfied with the plamjcafv,

and famihar inference to be deduced

from this quotation, that I would hazard

the truth of my premlfes upon the con-

ftrucHon that (hould be put on It bv any

man, who lias been enabled to read h'u?

Bible with an uiulcrdandiTiiT heart, with-

out having been perpkxcd u ith the fub-

tleties and refinements of human learn-

ing. It will probably aflord fome fatif-

an cxclufive fenfe. The Gofpel was not originally

intended to be immerged in fuch fophifms ; it was
dire£lcd to be preached to the poor, \<\\o could not

be fuppofcd to enter into :he difficulties raifcd by

Schoolmen.—The Scriptures, I am afraid, have

fufFered more from their friends (fo called) than

their enemies.

faction
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fadlon to thofe who have not had the

opportunity of perufing your Work, in

being informed, tliat the learned Gro-

tius, and the laborious Dr. Whitby, both

inferred from the portion of Sacred Writ

now brought forward, that It afforded

*' a plahi argument againfl Poly-gamy.*'

It is very much to be lamented, that

prejudice fhould have fo uncontroulable

^ power over the human mind. We

feel it more fenfibly, when it is feen that

a man, *' gifted as you are," cannot

efcape its influence.

We have' another authority of the fame

refpedable charader, St. Paul, in our

lupport, who, in his inflru'^lions rela*-

tiye

H'-
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live to Bifhops and Deicons, gives the

following opinion concsmlng their qua-

lifications :
" A Bi(hop mufl be blame-

'Mefs, the hufbczrid of one wife^"'
i Tim.

ill. 2. Again, in his (iireclion=; to Ti-

tus, whom to ordain Elders, he require

j

him to fee " if any be blamelefs, tb€

** hufoand of one "u.-fe^"' Tit. 1. 6.

I remember to have read an excellent

remark, in an able Writer, that when a

man is determined to believe, the very

abfurdity of his doilrtne is fufiiclcnt to

eftabli.h his convivflicns. This obfer-

vation was never more clearly exempli-

fied than in your comments upon thcfe

authorities of S;. Paul. Yo>jr para-

phrafe
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plirafe of them is fo curious, that I fhall

not do my Reader juftice, if I omit

laying the principal part of it before

li'im. — After fpeaking of the office of

the Bifliops and Deacons, you proceed

thus :

" As fuch an office muft moreover

" require great attention, thofe fhould

'' be chofen, who are entangled as lit-

*' tie as poffible in the affairs of this life,

*' 2 Tim. ii. 4. Therefore, though

*' for this t^Tiionfingle men might in ge-

*' neral anfwer the purpofe befl, i Cor.

** vii. 33 : yet it may be expedient in

'* fome inflances, to chufe married men

«' into the offices of Bi/hops and Deacons,

" Where

^



[ 49 ]

** Where this i^ the cafe, the election

" Ihoiild not be made of fuch of the

" Chrijiums as have more than one icv/?,

*' as fuch a fituatlon mufl: ncccfiarlly

*' involve the peifon hi more worldly

*' care, than can be confillent with a

*' due attention totliatcarc, which muft

*' cninc upon them diiil\\ rcrpcifling the

** Church. Therefore the having more

'* iXx-xwoncivifc^ fliould always be confi-

•* dcrcd as a bar to a man's cletftion

** cither to the office of a hiio^p^ or a

''^ dciicoti, I Tim. iii. 12. for though

'' thcfc lad: may not have fo cxtenfive a

'' jurifdi^ion, yet what with preach-

** ing the word— affixing the bi/Jjcps

H " and

•
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*' and elJers—vifiting the fick—and dil*

'' tributing the churches ahns to the

*' poor

—

one wife and family is as much

** as can be at all conlidered conliilent

'* with any tolerable diligence in the

*' duties of a deacofis office."

If this is to be called realbning, I con-

fefs it is of that fpecies, which I did

not expe<fl would originate in a perfon

of your underftanding. Whatever pre-

cepts were delivered by Chrifl or Iiis

apoftles, were equally obligatory upou

the whole race of mankind. If the plu-

rality of wives was permitted to men in

general, the reftraining of the miniflry

from that indulgence, will not be very

diflant

«
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tliiliant from Implying a juftlhcation ef

that principle in the Romilh church,

which enjoins clerical celibacy. Since

that important a^ra, when the true tg-,

ligion was refcucd from the tyranny

iind fupcrftition of Papal Rome, it has

rarely been thought that the clergy have

been fubjeft to greater rcllraints, under

the gofpcl of Chrifl:, than any other

order of men. To contend that the mi-

illers of the new difpenlation are, /rem

the nature of their futicJion^ precluded

from thoie indulgences which are per<

mitted to the world at large, is rev ^

prcztcrednlh'il: it is expedient, indeed, for

the honour of God, and to preferve th#

Jjollnefs of his purpofes, that his ambaf-

H 2^ fadors

•
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from the 'world', that is to fay, from its

impurities : but from hence it does not

follow, that they are exempted from the

ordinary comforts of life—fuch mo-

naftic principles are in truth only cal-

culated for that fpot where ignorance

and bigotry have eredled their ftandard.

Every man, as well as the clergy, has

his relative duties, and his engagements

in life to difcharge ; to the execution of

whichj polygamy, and its confequences,

would operate as an impediment, in as

great a degree as to that line of cha-

racter,

But to confider the bufinefs of this nether

world in a more elevated point of view;

we

^'
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we fhnll fnul that every true difciple of

Clirlfl, has a race Jet before him, the

purfuit (ii which requires him to be as

much dlfcntangkd from the affliirs of

this hR', as any avocation upon earth,

let its engagements be ever fo fiicred

or important. Every pcrfon who 13

really and not nominally a chrilVian, feel?

he has a fdhation to be ivrcught out with

fear and trembling *. Such is tlie confe-

quencc of this one thing needful, that fcrip-

ture itfclf labours, as it were, at its de-

fcription. It has indeed painted it in a

dignity and uniformlt}' of metaphor,

that is rarely equalled in any writer,

antient or modern, facred or prophane:

Phil. ii. 12.

It

m
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it ftts out with informing the genuine

chriflian, that in prejjing toward the

viark for the prize of his high calling *,

he has "^ fight to befought \\ that he is

engaged in a warfare, wherein he wrefles

not merely againft fieflj and blood, hut

againfi principalities, againf powers,,

againfi the rulers of the darknefs of this

nvorld, againfi fpiritual wickednefs in high

places \. That the world, thefiefj, and the

de-vily are. in league againfi him. That

God knowing he is ofhimfelf unable to

help himfelf, has chofen him a foldier
||,

under the banner of JESUS CHRIST,

^vho has condefcended to be the captain

and leader of his falvatian. That ere he

*Phil.iii.4. faTim. iv. 7. jEph. vi, 12.

\1 Tim, ii. 4.

can

#
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can be caufcd to triumph, lie muft bt

Icnfibleof his own mfufficiency ; and that

inftead of relying on his own exertion^,

he mufl ^^ f^^f^S '^^ ^^'^ I-ord ami in the

power ry/'His might *: and that he may

not fall a viclim to the powerful con-

federacy that is oppoled to him, he is

not only enjoined, but is invited by the

endearing calls of aftl-^flion, to accept the

loan, as it W(.re, of the whole armour

^GoD t> ^vithout wliicli he miift nc-

cefl'arily be overcome, but with which

he fhall be juore than c^jiiqiicror through

him that loved him \.

If this is not an overcharged rcpre-

fentation of the ftate of every man,

• Eph. vi. 10. fEph. vi. ii. :*: Rom. viii- 37.

born

t»
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born ilnder the covenant of grace, it

will follow of neceffity, that your fiip-

pofition of St. Paul's intending to have

a diftindion obferved between the clergy

and laity, touching the ordinary pur-

pofes of life, mufl fall to the ground i

as it is undeniably true, that every one

of God's creatures has a work to go

through, which if he enters upon with

more than profeflional ardour^ will

fuffer him to be as little entangled in the

affairs of this life, as the miniftration of

the duties of the church will the bi-

fhops and deadons.

To have been confiftent with yourfelf,

and to have given weight to your argu^

ment, it behoved you to have brought

forward

'•IP'
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forward the whole of the context, and to

have undertaken the proof (a laborious

taik it mufl: be confefled) that every blfhop

or deacon, under the diredion of St. Paul,

muft not only have been the hujband ofone

wife,vj\\\\c (according to yourjudgment)

the reft of the world were licenfed in the

indulgence ofmore ; but that he muft be

more blamekfi^ lefs addicted to riot or un»

rulincfs, than his fellow - chriftians

:

more fclf- governed,— Ids prone to

anger,— lefs given to wine,—not fo much

a friker,— lefs fwayed by fitly lucre y
—

a greater lover of hofpitality and of good

men,—more fober, jufl, holy, temperate,

and more tenacious of the faithful word

as he had been taught

:

—This, I fay Sir,

I fliould

• ?•-
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ihould have been proved altogether, be-

fore you could reafonably and fairly

have eflabliihed a principle on a detach-

ed -^^rtoi it.

Taking the whole of this exhortation

qf the apoftlc, into one comprehenfive

point of view, nothing in my idea can

be more fatisfa<flory, than the plain

intelligent lefibn that it was intended

to afford. The minifters of Chrift

being charged with the commiffion

of publifhing the glad tidings of the

gofpel, and of enforcing the neceffi-

ty of obedience to the commands

of its author, it became expedient

that they fhould prove themfelves

worthy

'Mi'
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tvorthy of fuch an embafTy, by het

purity of their manners, and the excel*

lency of their lives : thereby (as the

apoftle exprelTes it, and through the

medium of found dodrine,) convincing

the gainfayers. Thefe, indeed, ought

to be the principal traits in the charac-

ters of thofc who arc called to the mi-

niftry: but it is not to be undcrilood,

that they are cxpe^flcd to be more ex-

emplary in their conducl, than the red

ot the chriflians. Thefe are called upon

to prove the fmcerity of their profellions,

by the moft fteady obfervance of every

principle laid down jn the gofpcl.

—

In

ihoit, it equally behoves every member of

I 2 ChriiVs

t»ii
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Chrift's body, to be correfpondent with

their vocation, whether in, or out of the

church—fuch was evidently the mean-

ing of the apoftle Paul.

So far as the doctrine of polygamy

muft fland or fall upon the authority of

holy writ, I will here be contented to

rejfl the fubjed. In the firfl inftance,

proofs have been adduced, that the Mo-

faic law was fupeffeded by the death

pf Chrift : and of courfe, that with that

abolition, the plurality of wives ceafed

to be lawful, unlefs it fliould bave re?

ceived a frefh permiflion under the new

covenant. Tbat no fuch permlflion

was either implied by the pradlice of it,

bv

41
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fjy any of the lacred perfons in the

hlftory ot Chrijfl: and his apo'Mes, or

exprefsly licenfed by any d.rcct authority

on their part is equally clear ; the very

contrary appears to have been the cafe.

I derived great raisfa(fHon in perceiv-

ing upon the face of your work, that my

ideas on this head were in unifon with

thofe of fuch characters as Hugo Gro-

Tius, Dfan Dflany, Due I or Wmr-

Bv, Dictionary Chambers, and

Judge Blackstone, men who with

the fame zeal for truth with yourfjlf,

—the. fame purity of fcntiment,—the

fame capacity of difcernment, and the

fame authorities before them, were clear-

l.v.

p
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ly, decifively, d.nd ^' gravefy" * of opi-

nion, that *' Polygamy is condemned

*' by the law of the New Teftament."

It is by no means a part of my pur-

pofe to enter upon the bufinefs on any

other ground, than that on which

* Mr. M. in a note, thus exprefles himfelf;

Judge Blackftone very gravely fays, Comm. vol. I.

p. 436. " Polygamy is condemned by the law of

*' the New Teftament." A minifter of Chrift

afFedting to laugh at a man, who by pofterity

will be efteemed the ornament of the age and

nation which he lived in, for maintaining an

opinion, whofe propriety fmce the chriftian a;ra,

has ever been confirmed by all civilized perfons,

is fuch a violation of common decency, as cannojt

fail to raife the anger of every one, whofe judgment

has not been preverted by prejudice. The indig-

nation attending fuch .a condu6l can only be

heightened by refle6ling on the funclion of the

chara<fler by whom it is exhibited.

I have
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I have already ventured. Scripture Is

the only criterion by which qucftlons of

this kind can be alcertained : through

the influence of that authorit}-, my own

convi£lions are fatlsficd.

To thofc howc\ cr who icalon upon

the principles of nature, and of general

propriety, there prefents itfelf a very ex-

tenfive held for curious fpcculation ;

men of leifurc, who are deeply read, have

an ample opportunity of exerting their

talents : and thereby, under God, may

be the means of refuting a doc~trine {o

dangerous to fociety, in whofe fupport

no fmall portion of human ingenuity

has been made ufe of.
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By fuch, for inftance, it might be eii*

quired, (I am aware with what humi-

lity) that if the pluraUty of wives was

permitted from the beginning, how

came it, that the Deity confined the firfl

man Adam to one only ? particularly at

a period when, in the courfe of things,

it may naturally be fuppofed, the world

required greater channels of propaga-

tion. It might be matter worthy of

inveftigatlon to have it afcertained, that

in the union of man and woman, Chrift

having direfted the twain to become G7it

jieJJj, and declared that thofe whom God

had joined together^ no man fiould put

aftinde^, by what afTociation of ideas ^

^i. man
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man can be juflified In forming a fub-

fequent conne6lion with anotlier wo-

man.—It might be contended, that as

there is but one portion of affetSlion in

the human breaft, adivifion of it among

a variety of obje^s is tantamount to the

parties being put afunder : it might be

urged with fomc wclglit of argument,

that the more highly fraught this af-

fection is, it is the lefs capable of being

diverted from the firfl: fubjed. And the

advocate for a plurahty of wives might

fairly be called upon, to prove, that from

the proportion of numbers between the

males and females, a natural inference

K. wag

it
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was to be deduced, favourable to his

opinion *.

But after all, Sir, laying afide the

bufinefs, as matter of theological con-

troverfy, let me be permitted to enquire

of you, what could induce you to exer-

cife your great abilities on fuch a fub-

je£l ?—Admitting that you ftamp con-

viction on the minds of your religious

readers, to what end does it lead ?

—

Granting

* A gentleman in holy orders has afEired me,

and from his general knowledge I can rely on his

information, that if the Bills of Mortality are ac-

curately compared for the laft fifty years, it will be

found, that, one year with another, the ratio runs

about fourteen malas to thirteen females ; a fadl,

which, if admitte'd, proves, that, in the natun of

'ib things^ Polygamy cannot be warranted.

^::
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Granting every thing that you have

advanced, what has been proved but

this— that the pkirality of wives is

not a duty enjoined, but an indulgence

permitted : before you entered upon the

fubjedt, you muft have been confcious

that the genius, the manners, the tem-

per, and the laws of your country, were

in dired: oppofition to your fyflem.

You could not flatter yourfelf that any

arguments you could make ufe of, were

fufficient to lay afide a principle in fo-

ciety, founded in reafon, and confirmed

by beneficial experience. The weak and

the wicked will be happy to juftify

themfelves by any plaufible authority,

K 2 when ^

«#
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when they violate one of the chief

bonds of focial comfort : hence the

cffeds of your labours militates with

thofe of St. Paul, who enjoins every

foul to heJubjeEi to the higher powers.

I fhould here take my leave of you,

and of the fubjed, if I had not on my

hands a debt of gratitude, which I am

defirous to difcharge. It is to thofe

fingle gentlemen, who Ihall have done

me the honour to perufe this trifling

performance. I cannot be more fincere

in my return for fuch an obligation,

than by apprifing them of, and con-

fequently warning them againft, thofe

gangers and inconveniencles to which

1^Pbt>

,'^-
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they fubje£l themfelves, when they en-

ter into that ftate, which the chief of

our Poets has beautifully painted as the

Sole propriety

" In Paradife of all things common elfe."

The tranfcribing a long note, will fur-

nlfh me with an opportunity, which

cannot "fail to derive additional weight,

from its having made its appearance un-

der the venerable fandion of your re-

fpe6lable authority.

*' It is to be feared that there are not a few fe-

<* males, who (like other monopolifts) take the ad-

*' vantage of the poor hufband's fituation, to ufe

" him as they pleafe ; and this for pretty much the

«' fame reafon, why the afs in the fable infulted and

*' kicked the poor old lion—becaufe it is not in their

*' power to refent it as they ought.

" The advice which king Jhafuerus received

** from his wife men, the feven princes of Media

" and

^ i
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*' and PerftOy upon queen Vajl)ti\ difobedlence,

*' would have an excellent efFeft could it be fol-

** lowed. Many an high fpirited female woulfl

'* have too cogent a reafon againft the indulgence

*' of a refractory difpofition not to fupprefs it.

*' Her pride., which is now the hufband's torfnent^

*' would then become his fecurity^ at leaft in a great

" meafure j for pride is a vice, which, as it tends

*' to felf-exaltation, maintains uniformly its own
*' principle—not to bear the thoughts of a rival,

*' See Efther i. lo, &c. As things are with us, the

*' poor man muft grind in tnola afmaria during life.

" It is certain, that nothing can be a releafe from

*' the bond of marriage itfelf but deaths or an aft

*' of adultery in the wife ; but that a man is at all

" events bound to maintain the external bond, by

*' cohabitihg with a woman, who, inftead of being

*' an help-meet for him (as we fay) becomes, by the

*' violence and perverfenefs of her temper and dif-

" pofition, a conftant and increafing torment ; and

<' this after the moft friendly, tender, and kind ad-

*' monitions, is not confonant either to Scripture

** or reafon.

*' Some will tell us, that fuch a thing muft be

*' looked upon as happening by the will of Provi-

" DENCE, as a chaftifement or vifitation from

«' heaven, and therefore mull be fubmitted to, and

** endured.

<* So
.^-'

m
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** So is ficknefs from the hand of God ; fo are

** afflictions of all kinds, and certainly to be fub-

** mitted to with patience and refignation
; yet to

*« ufe means of recovery from ficknefs, and of deli-

" very from trouble and affliction, are apparent du-
** ties, and why not in the other cafe ?"

How far this train of fentiment can

be reconciled with a liberal mind, I

leave thofe who poiTefs it to determine.

For my own part I am free to confefs,

that the ideas appear to me^fo uncandid,

that I am furprized they could find for

their author, a man of your education,

chara6ler, and conne6lions. It has ever

been fuppofed that the hufband Is the

head ; fcrlpture and reafon both con-

cur In allowing him the fuperiority.

Your experience in the world cannot

have

J
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have left you uninformed, that tyranny-

is not unfrequently the concomitant of

power. I am forry to fay it of my own

fex, but I am fearful that women have

more urgent reafon to complain of the

men, than men have of the women.

At leafl, I believe, the ballance is pretty

even between them.

I now draw to a conclufion : I have

thrown together my ideas on the fubje£l

of polygamy : they are in truth, very

crude, and indigefled. The vain pre-

fumption of removing your prejudices,

or of giving inflruclion to the learned,

was by no means the inducement of my

taking up the pen. The objed of my

en-

%
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endeavours has been limply to throw

feme information in the way of the plain

and unlettered ; and to oppofe, as far as

lies in the power of an obfcure citizen,

the dangerous confequences that may a-

rife from your publication. Though,

indeed, I defpair of there being public

virtue fufficient either in our feminaries

of piety, learning, and devotion, or on

the bench of to take a proper

notice of the work, entitled Thelyp^

thora; I will hope, that there are

fome individuals, whofe inclination and

ability will fo far co-operate, as to flep

forward to expofe the fallacy of your

reafoning, and to render inert the efFe£ls

which might otherwife be derived from

L it;

t^'f
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jt ; f9 that, according to the elegant me-,

taphor of a dcceafed nobleman, the pol-

fon * and the antidote may go together.

The injuries which your labours will

probably do to the world, ought by you

to have been forefeen. You owe much to

the public. You have a great atonement

to make. Martin Luther, the great Pro-

teftant Reformer, fet you an illuflrious

example—it had been well if you had

followed it. His dying prayer was, that

every

* The mention of the word poifon, reminds me

of an anecdote not unworthy of being known.—

A

very faithful fervant of God, a diligent labourer in

the vineyard of Chrift, being afked if he had read

Mr, M.'s publication, replied in the negative;

being urged to give his reafon, he made this fhrewd,

intelligent, and fignificant reply, *' Becaufe I am
«' unwilling to try how much arfenic my conftitu*

fc^ tfon will bear*"

l^, -

"W
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every fjllable he had written might, be

deftroyed, iefl (fuch was the purity of

his zeal) it fhoiild be found his fentiments

had mihtated with, and thereby done

dishonour to the Word of God. If fuch

was his fear, even in fo glorious a

CAUSE as that wherein he was engaged,

how much more would it have become

you to have been adluated by fuch fenti-

ments in an undertaking, which, if a*

dopted by the world, muft lead to the

introdu6lion of licentioufnefs, and muft

terminate in the overthrow of every

principle of focial comfort. The very

infidel (a folecifm in the hiftory of re-

ligion) will avail himfelf of the detached

parts of the Bible, with which you have

fupplied
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fuf^liedjiim^ to juftify himfelf in mea-

fures, which in his confcience he knows

to be** contrary to the ** moral jitnefs of

«

I here take my leave of you, with ap-

r)lying to myfelf part of your own

'

words. ;— " Here, Reader, I have lifted

" up the hivc^ and out has flown the

^^/warm ; not 2./warm of ufeful, induf-

*' trious bees, but a fwarm like that in

*' Egypt^ which was grievous, and cor^

•*- rupted the landJ"*

I am, with due refpe^i,

Reverend Sir,

Your very humble Servant,

A LAYMAN.
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